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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED a.p. 1720. 
FIRE, LIFE, SEA, ACCIDENTS, BURGLARY, ANNUITIES, 
EMPLOYERS’ - LIABILITY. 
The Corporation will act as :— 
EXECUTOR OF WILLS. 
TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS, 
FUNDS IN HAND EXCEED 


rc 
#4; 5,250,000. 
Special Terms granted to ANNUITANTS when health is impaired. 


Apply for Full Prospectus to the Secretary. 
Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


PHCENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHCENIX FIRE OFFICE. 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
1, LOMBARD STREET, and 57, CHARING CROSS, LONDON. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied, 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
X In Dra LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 


LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C, 
Mortgages on Licensed Properties Guaranteed promptly. 
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ESTABLISHED 1836. 
FUNDS . - : : - £5,123,.000 
Pe 4. 5 os + (se Solis 


YEARLY BUSINESS - - - £2,600,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE : - £ 19,000,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrsovur Prorrts. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
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£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
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Indorsement of Memorandum of Conveyance. 


Tue REPORT of the Manchester Incorporated Law Association 
contains some observations, which we printed last week, on the 
desirability of memoranda of conveyances of portions of the 
property being indorsed on some leading title-deed retained by 
the vendor. This was said by Szetwyn, L.J., in Keates v. Lyons 
(L. R. 4 Ch. App., at p. 226), to be ‘tan ordinary and proper 
precaution on behalf of the purchasers,” but we are not aware 


of any authority that, in the absence of express ment, it 
can be enforced. Ordinarily, however, it has been allowed, and 
this course is certainly fair to the purchaser. We rather think, 


from recent experience, that there is a growing indisposition 
to accede to this reasonable request, arid we are glad to find 
that the Manchester Law Association have issued a circular to 
their members urging upon them the advisability of allowing the 
indorsement. There, no doubt, occasionally occur cases where 
a settlement which is retained, owing to other deeds having been 
indorsed on it, affords no room, or little room, for the indorse- 
ment of memoranda of conveyances to purchasers, and when this 
is the case the vendors sometimes offer to pin a memorandum of 
such conveyance to the deed. This, however, is very unsatis- 
factory, and we should suppose that there could be no great 
difficulty in securely fastening a piece of parchment to the deed, 
on which the memoranda could written. A circular by the 
Council of the Law Society on the subject would be useful, 
particularly if it dealt with the difficulty noticed above. 


The Townshend Inquiry. 


Turk nas been some comment on the alleged illogical find- 
ing of the jury in the recent inquiry, but it does not seem to 
have been noticed that it follows exactly section 98 (2) of the 
Lunacy Act, 1890, which provides that “if upon such inquisi- 
tion it appears that the alleged lunatic is of unsound mind, so as 
to be incapable of managing his affairs, but that he is capable 
of managing himself, and is not dangerous to himself or to 
others, it may be so specially found and certified.” This special 
finding was first iatvodennd by section 48 of the Lunacy Ac 
1889, and we believe it was based on a shrewd suggestion 





the Select Committee of 1878, “that if it were possible te 
42 
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transfer to the Court of Chancery the administration of the 
property of a person who, though from his mental condition 
unfit to manage it, was not dangerous to himself or others, a 
strong temptation to the relatives of such person to deprive him 
of liberty would be removed.” The effect of the finding is 
(section 108 (3) of the Lunacy Act, 1890) to give the 
judge in lunacy jurisdiction to make such orders as he thinks 
fit for the commitment of the estate of the lunatic and its 
management, including all proper provisions for the mainten- 
ance of the lunatic, but without making any order as to the 
custody or committal of the person of the lunatic, ‘‘ unless in the 
discretion of the judge it appears proper to do so.” 


The Drawing up of Orders on Summonses. 


Atrention should be given to the new regulations as to the 
Summons and Order Department of the Central Office which we 

inted last week (ante, p.682). The first of them appears to be 
intended to secure that the same master should have control of 
all the interlocutory proceedings in an action. It provides that 
the officer issuing the first summons in an action shall stamp it 
with the name of the master in whose division, and on whose 
day, it is returnable as being the master to whom the action is 
assigned, and no subsequent summons or notice shall be issued 
in such action without being stamped with the name of such 
master. The remainder of the rules relate to the drawing up of 
orders endorsed on summonses. In certain cases, which are defined 
by R.8.C., ord. 52, r. 14, orders do not require to be drawn 
up: where, that is, they do not contain any special directions, 
but simply authorize an enlargement of time, or give leave (a) 
for the issue of any writ other than a writ of attachment, (b) for 
the amendment of any writ or pleadings, (c) for the filing of 
any document, and (d) for any act to be done by any officer 
of the court other than a solicitor. In other cases the summons 
on which the order has been indorsed must be forthwith lodged 
in the Summons and Order Department by the party or solicitor 
having the custody of it, and if he fails to do so, any person 
affected by the order may, by written notice, call upon him to 
lodge the summons in the office or hand it over, and may himself 
draw up the order. Failure to comply with such notice will 
involve liability for the costs of an application to compel com- 
pliance. These rules should obviate the difficulty which is 
sometimes experienced in securing that orders shall be drawn up. 


English and American Conveyancing. 


In Tue case of Doyle vy. Andis, recently decided by the Supreme 
Court of Iowa, the rule in Shelley’s case is elaborately discussed, 
and one of the judges observes: ‘‘ In England conveyancing is, or 
has been, largely the work of skilled men constituting a learned 
profession, and under such circumstances it is perhaps a fair pre- 
sumption that technical words are intended to have a technical 
effect. In this country, and especially in the Western States, 
the great majority of deeds and wills are drawn or executed by 
others than lawyers or men having expert knowledge of con- 
veyancing. Justices of the peace, notaries, bank clerks, and some- 
times clergymen and physicians, prepare these instruments 
for their patrons and neighbours.” The risk run by those who 
trust to a deed or will drawn by an unskilled person is so con- 
siderable that we should be glad to think that the art of con- 
veyancing was as fully appreciated in England as the skill and 
labour of those practising it deserve. We are, however, in- 
formed that the tendency to resort to unskilled persons has, if 
anything, increased. The reform in the rules of pleading in 
common law actions was followed by the disappearance of the 
clase of practitioners known as special pleaders and by a general 
lack of interest in the neatnese and accuracy of written pleadings. 
Abst omen: we should be 7 to think that, at a time when a 
series of reforms has rend conveyancing simple, reasonable, 
and, comparatively s ing, inexpensive, it should decline in 
the a in which it has been justly regarded in this 
country. 


The Right of Women to the Electoral Franchise. 


Tux pisreicr court of Ancona, in Italy, is said to have decided 
that, notwithstanding a long and uninterrupted custom in Italy 
limi the franchise to males, the enactments conferring upon 
the “inhabitants” of different communes the right to elect 








members of the Chamber of Deputies must be taken to include 
women residing within the constituency, and that they 
were therefore entitled to vote. Nearly forty years hays 
passed since the Court of Common Pleas, in the case of 
Chorlton v. Lings (L. R. 4 ©. P. 374), was asked ty 
decide that the Representation of the People Act, 1867, 
having enacted that every ‘‘man” should be entitled to be 
registered as a voter, and to vote for a member or members tp 
serve in Parliament, and Lord Brovenam’s Act having further 
enacted that words importing the masculine gender should be 
deemed and taken to include females, unless the contrary is 
expressly provided, the new franchise must henceforth be extended 
to women as well as men. The court, without going into the general 


question whether it was or was not desirable that women should . 


possess the franchise, held that it was impossible to supposs 
that the Legislature intended to work so great a change in the 
constitution as that contended for by the use of the word 
“man,” and that any such intention, if it had existed, would 
have been expressed in distinct words. This decision was 
received with general approval by the legal profession. We 
have no knowledge of the rules of construction adopted by the 
Italian courts, but we cannot think that they reject the rule, 
alike of good sense and grammar and law, that general words 
are to be restrained to the subject-matter with which the 
speaker or writer is dealing. The decision of the Court of 
Ancona is subject to an appeal to the Supreme Court, and we 
shall not be surprised if the final decision is in accordance with 
that delivered by the Common Pleas in England. . 


The Meaning of ‘‘ Vend’’ in Letters Patent. 


Lzrrers Patent, following the form prescribed in the schedule 
to the Patent Act, 1883, grant to the patentee the sole privilege 
and authority, by himself, his agents, or licensees, to ‘‘ make, use, 
exercise, and vend”’ the invention within the United Kingdom. 
What the meaning is of ‘‘vend” has recently come before the 
House of Lords for consideration in the case of the Badisch 
Anilin und Soda Fabrik v. Hickson (23 R. P. OC. 483). The 
defendant in this case had entered into a contract in this country 
with another person in this country for the sale to the purchaser 
of a certain quantity of an article covered by a patent belonging 
to the plaintiffs, but the contract stipulated that the article was 
to be delivered at Basle in Switzerland. The defendant procured 
the article abroad, and it was delivered to his order in Basle, 
He then directed the person in whose possession the article 
was at Basle to hold it to the order of the purchaser, and 
communicated this fact to the purchaser, thus completing 
the sale to the purchaser in England of the article which was 
in Basle. On these facts it was contended by the plaintiffs, 
on appeal to the House of Lords, that the respondent (the 
defendant) had infringed the patent, and that the respondent 
had “vended” the article in England within the terms of the 
patent. It was admitted that merely to make a contract for sale 
would not be “ vending,” but it was contended that if a contrast 
for sale was made in England, and in pursuance of it goods 
were, by the consent of buyer and seller, appropriated to meet 
the contract, then the transaction became a sale completed in 
England, and it did not signify whether the goods were at 
the time of the appropriation in England or abroad. This 
contention was not accepted by the House of Lords, who were 
unanimous in holding that the respondent had not infringed the 
plaintiffs’ patent. 


Selling Goods Not Made or Brought into this 
Country. 

Lorp Davey, after stating that it was settled that to sell 
and deliver in this country an article protected by a patent 
was an infringement whether the article was made here or 
abroad, said that he was not aware of any case where & 
person was held to have infringed by selling foreign made 
goods not to be delivered to the purchaser in this country. 
He further said: “I am of opinion that the exclusive right 
of ‘vending the invention’ in the statutory form of patent 
must be construed consistently with the language of the Statute 
of Monopolies, and with regard to the general purpose of the 
patent to give the inventor the full benefit of his invention ™ 
this country. It must be such 4 vending as will bo in a sense 4 
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working, or use and exercise, of the invention in this country, or 
an appropriation by the vendor of some advantage which the 

tee can derive from such use and exercise. A contract 
to deliver the goods abroad does not in any way interfere 
with the patentee’s rights to work and utilize his invention 
in this country. It is a contract to do a_ perfectly 
lawful act, and whether the contract be made in this 
country or abroad does not in itself affect the patentee’s 
monopoly of working his invention. Nor is it material to 
consider whether or when the property in the goods passes to 
the purchaser. It is lawful to be the owner of the goods if 
made and situate abroad, and neither the vendor nor the 
purchaser, in my opinion, thereby infringes the patent. The 
goods may or may not be afterwards brought into this country, 
and a different question will then arise, but that is no concern of 
the vendor after he has parted with them. I amof opinion that 
‘yending the invention’ in the common form of patent is 
confined to selling goods made or brought into this country, and 
that the respondent in this case has not, directly or indirectly, 
made use of or put into practice, the appellants’ invention within 
the meaning of the prohibition contained in the patent.” 


Covenants to Pay Outgoings. 


Ir nas been obvious that the tendency of the recent decisions 
on covenants to pay rates and taxes has been to upset the dis- 
tinction taken in Zidswell v. Whitworth (L. R. 2 C. P. $26) as to 
local charges imposed in respect of premises, and that decision 
has now been overruled by the Divisional Court in Greaves vy. 
Whitmarsh, Watson, & Co. (Limited) (1906, 2 K. B. 340). Local 
charges may take the form of direct assessment upon premises 
to cover the expenses incurred by the local authority in perform- 
ing paving, sanitary, or other works, or the duty of doing the 
works may in the first pe be imposed on the owner or occupier, 
and the expenses may be only recoverable by the local authority 
a the default of the person upon whom the duty is imposed. 
This may be distinguished as direct and indirect assessment. 
A direct assessment is the exception, but it may be made 
for the recovery of paving expenses incurred by the local 
authority under the Metropolis Management Acts. In most 
cases, as in regard to paving expenses under section 150 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875, the assessment is indirect. The obli- 
gation to do the works is cast upon the owners or occupiers, and 
it is only upon default that the Seek authority do the work and 
recover the expenses. Now the ordinary covenant to pay 
rates ond taxes includes impositions and outgoings imposed or 
charged upon the demised premises or upon the owner or 
occupier in respect thereof, and numerous cases shew that both 
kinds of assessment are included in such a covenant. Whether 
a direct rate is imposed, or whether the landlord incurs expense 
80 as to avoid being in default under a paving or sanitary 
notice, there is equally an imposition within the meaning of 
the covenant, and the lessor can throw the expense on the 
lessee : Foulger v. Arding (50 W. R. 417; 1902, 1 K. B. 700). 
But if the covenant refers only to impositions or ou oings tn 
respect of the demised premises, the distinction has been taken that 
this refers only to rates levied by way of direct assessment ; and 
it was held in Zidswell v. Whitworth (supra) that it did not apply 
where it was the duty of the owner to do the works sonaieal her 
the local authority, and where the local authority only did the 
works and charged him with the expense upon his default. 
This, it was said, was not a charge imposed in respect of 

® premises, but a charge imposed upon the owner for his 
breach of duty. A different construction has, however, been 
followed where the covenant includes “ duties,” and its scope 
18 not restricted by the use only of the words “in respect of 
the demised premises” (Brett v. Rogers, 45 W. R. 334; 1897, 
1 Q. B, 525) ; and, since Foulger v. Arding, it has been difficult 
to draw a distinction between ‘‘ duties” and the other terms— 

impositions” and ‘ outgoings’’—mentioned above. It has, 
accordingly, been already held in Re Warriner (1903, 2 Ch, 367) 

at & covenant to pay impositions assessed in respect of the 
Premises covers the — of complying with a drainage 
notice under the Public Health (London) Act, 1891; and in the 
Present case it has been held that a covenant to pay outgoings 
payable in respect of the premises covers the cost of paving 
Works under section 150 of the Public Health Act, 1875, The 











construction of such covenants has been considerably simplified 
by the course of recent decision, though it is probable that 
they often throw upon the tenant a burden which he never 
contemplated. 


The Limits ofthe Rights to Discovery. 


Tue sTRIcTNEss with which the rules as to discovery are 
applied is illustrated by the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
James Nelson & Sons (Limited) v. Nelson Line (Liverpool) (Limited) 
(54 W. R. 546; 1906, 2K. B. 217). Under R.8.C., ord. 31, 
r. 12, any party may apply for an order directing any other 
party to the action to make discovery of documents which are 
or have been in his possession or power relating to any matter 
in question therein, and thus, according to the terms of the rule, 
discovery can only be obtained against a party to the action. It 
has been the practice, however, where the action is brought by 
a nominal plaintiff, to give the benefit of discovery against the 
real plaintiff by directing a stay of proceedings till discovery is 
made. “It is true,” said Lord Esner in Willis §& Co. v. 
Baddeley (40 W. R. 577; 1892, 2 Q. B. 324), “that the court 
cannot make an order on the real plaintiff such as is here asked 
for, because he is not a party to the action, but it can say that the 
nominal plaintiff shall not proceed with the action till the real 

laintiff has done that which, had he been a party to the action, 
e might have been ordered to do.” In that case the nominal 
plaintiff was the agent of a principal resident abroad, and he was 
suing on a contract made with him as agent. But the present 
case of James Nelson & Sons v. Nelson Line (Liverpool) (Limited) 
shews that this principle cannot be invoked if the actual plaintiff 
has an indepeolen interest in the action. The plaintiffs were 
cargo-owners who were suing shipowners for an alleged breach 
of warranty of seaworthiness contained in a bill of lading by 
which the cargo was lost. The plaintiffs were insured to the 
extent of three-fourths of the loss, and after the commence- 
ment of the action the underwriters paid this proportion, 
and the action was thenceforth conducted by their solicitors. 
During the loading of the ship the underwriters had had her 
i ted, and the surveyor’s report was in the ion of 
their solicitors. The defendants claimed that they were entitled 
to discovery of this document, and to a stay of proceedings till 
discovery upon the ground that the underwriters had become 
the real plaintiffs. But Bicuam, J., declined to make this order, 
and the Court of Appeal have affirmed his decision. “It is 
not a case,” said Cottins, M.R., “in which one person is using 
the name of another merely as a nominal plaintiff for the pur- 
of bringing an action in which he alone is really interested ; 
or the plaintiffs here have a real and substantial interest of their 
own in the action. These facts seem to me to take the case out 
of those decisions agen discovery has been given as against 
_—— nominally a party to an action, on the ground that 
he y was the to the action.” The consideration, how- 
ever, suggests itself whether the rules of discovery ought not to 
be widened so as to give the right to discovery, not only against 
parties to the action, but also against parties who are actively 
concerned in the litigation and are affected by its result. 


Marginal Notes. 


Ir 1s well settled that in construing a statute no attention is 
to be paid to marginal notes. In Re Venour’s Settled Estates 
(2 Ch. D. 522) Jussex, M.R., at first took a different view. 
Marginal notes, he said, appeared on the rolls of Parliament, 
and consequently formed part of the Acts; and he had known 
them to be the argc and eget —— 
ment. But in fact margi notes are not wi 
sufficient care to make them reliable guides to the meaning of 
a section. They are useful to the reader as he fae down 
the page to give a hint of the meaning the succes- 
sive enactments, but it would be very unsafe to allow 
a few catch words to control the construction of the actual 
language of a section, In the subsequent case of Sution 
vy. Sutton (22 Oh. D., p. 573) Jmaser, M.R, when Re 
Venour’s Settled Estates was referred to, observed that his 
dictum in that case was not strictly correct. He had since 
ascertained that the practice was so uncertain as to the marginal 
notes that it could not be laid down that they were always on 
the roll. But whether they are on the roll or no, the objection 
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to allowing them to control the meaning of the statute is exactly 
the same, and in De Beauvais v. Green (Times, 14th inst.). 
LawrancE, J., recognised that they could not be referred to for 
the purpose of construction. There an order had been made by 
the Bishop of Gloucester, under section 34 of the Ecclesiastical 
Dilapidations Act, 1871, for payment by the executor of a 
deceased incumbent of the cost of repairs. This section re- 
quires that the bishop shall, in uncontested cases, as soon as 
convenient, and in contested cases after consideration, make 
an order stating the repairs and their cost for which the 
late incumbent or his executor is liable. Section 35 says 
that the order shall be signed by the bishop in triplicate. 
The bishop did not actually sign the orders in the present case, 
but in accordance with the practice of his office his signature 
was affixed—presumabiy by himself—by means of a stamp. 
This, unless actual writing is required, would be a perfectly 
signature. ‘‘I see no distinction,” said Bovit1, C.J., in 
ennett v. Brumfitt (L. R. 3 C. P., p. 31), “ between using a pen 
or a pencil and using a stamp where the impression is put upon 
the paper by the proper hand of the party signing.” But 
section 69 requires that every consent and authority must be in 
writing under the hand of the bishop, and though it was not 
necessary to treat orders under section 34 as falling within this 
section, yet the marginal note is “ Form of bishop’s order and 
delivery of notices.’”” In accordance, however, with what has 
been already stated, Lawrzance, J., held that this note could not 
be taken as enlarging the scope of the section, and the signature 
by stamp was therefore sufficient 








The Effect upon Title of an Act of 
Bankruptcy. 


Tue judgment of the Court of Appeal (Vavcnan Witttams, 
Romer, and Movtroy, L.JJ.), in Ponsford, Baker, & Co. v. Union 
of London and Smith's Bank (Limited) (Times, 14th inst.) further 
illustrates the subject of the relation back of the trustee’s title 
in bankruptcy which we discussed last week in connection with 
the decision in Davis vy. Petrie. The plaintiffs, Messrs. Ponsrorp, 
Baker, & Co., who were stockbrokers, had a current account 
and also a loan account with the defendant bank. The limit of 
the authorized loan appears to have been £10,500, and securities 
were deposited with the bank to secure this amount. In April 
last the firm were declared defaulters on the Stock Exchange 
and they made an assignment of all their assets to the official 
assignee for the benefit of their creditors. At that time they had 
about £1,000 at the bank on current account, and the loan, which 
had been reduced by the realization of securities, stood at £3,678. 
The firm and the official assignee considered that it would be for 
the benefit of the estate if the remaining securities were redeemed, 
and they tendered to the bank the amount due and called for 
delivery of the securities. The bank, however, objected that 
the assignment to the official assignee was an act of bankruptcy, 
and that they could not safely hand over any of the firm’s pro- 
perty until three months had elapsed without bankruptcy 
proceedings being commenced ; while if a petition was presented 
within that time, and bankruptcy resulted, the trustee’s title 
would relate back to the date of the assignment, and any 
dealings with the property would be void. The protection 
afforded by section 49 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, would not 
appl , because that depends upon absence of notice of an avail- 
able act of bankruptcy, and here the bank had such notice, and 
made it the ground for refusing to deliver up the securities. 
The firm and the official assignee consequently commenced an 
action against the bank to compel delivery of the securities, and 
their right was recognized by Buca.ey, J., who made an order 
that, upon payment to the bank of the amount agreed to be due, 

the amount due to the firm on their current account, the 
securities should be delivered up to the plaintiffs. 

Prima facie, the objection of the bank to deliver up the 
securities was well grounded, and apparently the decision of 
Bucxtey, J., would have been different but for the authority of 
Wuionr, J., in 2s Lawford & Lawrence (50 W.R. 592; 1902, 2 
K.B.445). There the debtors had, in September, 1900, pledged 
certain chattels. Ou the 6th of October they committed an act 











of bankruptcy by suffering their goods to be sold under an 
execution. Of this the pledgee had notice, but, acting upon the 
written authority of the debtors, he allowed a purchaser of the 
pledged chattels to redeem them and he delivered them to such 
purchaser. A bankruptcy petition was presented on the 28th of 
November, and was followed by a receiving order and adjudicg. 
tion, and the trustee in bankruptcy, whose title related back tg 
the 6th of October, claimed from the pledgee delivery of the 
chattels or payment of their value. Waricut, J., however, held 
that, although the title of the trustee undoubtedly related back, 
yet the trustee took that title subject to the contract by the 
pledgee to re-deliver the chattels upon redemption, It would, 
he said, have been an illegality, and a wrong to the bankrupts 
and, indirectly, to the trustee claiming their rights, if the 
pledgee had not returned the chattels according to his obliga. 
tion. He was compellable to give up his security, and he 
could have been sued instantly. In the present case it was said 
in the Court of Appeal that Buosuey, J., was bound by this 
decision. ‘The decision in Re Lawford § Lawrence,” said 
Movtroy, L.J., “was, of course, binding on Mr. Justice 
Buckiey, and warranted and, indeed, compelled him to decide 
the present case in the way that he did decide it.” This 
statement must have been due to a slip. It is, we believe, 
well understood that no judge of first instance is bound by the 
decision of a judge of co-ordinate jurisdiction, although he of 
course treats it with deference. But however this may 
Buoxtey, J., did in fact follow the decision in Re Lavwford 
Lawrence, and held, as already stated, that Messrs. Ponsrorp, 
Baxer, & Co. and the official assignee were entitled to redeem 
the securities held by the bank notwithstanding the commission 
of the act of bankruptcy, and that the bank were bound t 
deliver up the securities. 

The obvious weakness in the reasoning in Re Lawford § 
Lawrence is that, while the pledgee is undoubtedly bound to 
re-deliver the goods upon redemption, yet the person who comes 
to claim delivery must shew that he is entitled to the goods, and 
such a title the owner who has committed an act of bankruptcy 
cannot shew until three months have gone by without a petition 
being presented. The act of bankruptcy converts his title from 
an absolute title to a contingent one, and until it has been 
determined how the contingency will turn out, the owner cannot 
insist on receiving the goods as though he were still absolutely 
entitled. The point that he is entitled to sue immediately was 
taken in Davis v. Petrie (suprd), and was relied on as showing 
that a payment to the trustee under a deed of assignment was 
good against the trustee in bankruptcy. It was suggested by 
the court, however, that the defect in the title of the assignor, 
and consequently of the trustee of the deed of assignment, 
would have been a defence to the action, though, inasmuch as 
no action had been in fact brought, it was not necessary to 
consider the effect of allowing such a defence. 


In the present case the Court of Appeal have dealt fully with 
the alleged right of a person who has committed an act of 
bankruptcy to sue for money or goods due to him, and have 
arrived at the conclusion that the contingency introduced by the 
commission of the act of bankruptcy does not afford a defence to 
the action, though it prevents the plaintiff from reaping at once 
the fruits of action. Formerly, indeed, when there was 00 
definite limit upon the time during which the title of the 
<n in bankruptcy would relate back, it was held that, 
while voluntary payments were not protected, yet payments 
enforced by coercion of law were valid against the assignees 2 
case a commission in bankruptcy was afterwards taken out, 
“‘An act of bankruptcy,” said Asuuunsr, J., in Foster ¥. 
Allanson (2 T. R. 479), “‘ cannot overreach a judgment recovered. 
But the Court of Appeal now point out that the introduction of 
a definite limit of ‘hse months, during whftch the act of bank 
ruptey suspends the debtor’s title, makes it unnecessary to allow 
exceptional validity to a payment made to the debtor under 
compulsion of law. Under the old bankruptcy law, to refuse 
him liberty to sue and to enforce a judgment would have 
involved a perpetual suspension of his rights; under the present 
law the suspension cannot last more than three months. 

But though during these three months the debtor is prevented 
from asserting his claim to receive property, yet his disability 
is the result of statutory provisions enacted for the benefit 
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his creditors, and not for the benefit of his debtors. “They 
are not,” said Mouton, L.J., “intended in any way to weaken 
or postpone the duties of the debtors of the estate to discharge 
these obligations to it, nor is the period of three months from 
the act of bankruptcy intended to act in any wise as a moratorium 
to those debtors so as to give them relief or respite from pay- 
ments immediately due.” The debtor, however, is the only 
person who can sue for the debts, and it is necessary to 
reconcile his right to sue and to obtain judgment, and the 
corresponding liability of his debtor to have the judgment 
enforced against him, with the policy of the ye gd 
laws which requires that the fruits of the judgment shall be 
rved for the benefit of the plaintiff's own creditors. should 
Careptcy follow. The Court of Appeal propose to do this 
by introducing a new practice. ‘‘The safe and, in our opinion, 
the right course for the court to pursue after notice of an act 
of Saieeptey on the part of the plaintiff is to direct the mone 
recovered from the defendant to be kept in court until it sh 
be seen whether the person who is entitled to it is the plaintiff 
or the representative of his estate.” 

But such a rule, while it covers the case of a debt due to the 
plaintiff, does not strictly apply where the plaintiffs claim is 
to redeem securities. There is now not only the difficulty that he 
is not entitled to take delivery of the securities, but also the 
difficulty that he is not entitled to make the payment required for 
redemption. ‘‘ In our opinion,” said Moutton, L.J., ‘‘ the learned 
judge”—that is Wricur, J.,in Re Lawford & Lawrence (supra) 
—‘‘failed to realize that by the act of bankruptcy the pledgor 
disqualified himself from making a tender to his pledgee, and 
that, therefore, it was not open to the latter to accept the money.” 
But this, it is now held, does not prevent the intervention of the 
court to prevent any inconvenience from arising through the 
temporary suspension of the pledgor’s title. There may, as in 
the present case, be an assignee who is not incapacitated from 
making payments, and the court may direct the pledgee to 
deliver up the securities on payment by the assignee of the 
amount due, such securities to be held by him until it 
is decided whether bankruptcy will follow or not. If bank- 
ruptey follows, the court will, upon equitable principles, 
relegate the assignee to the position of the sec creditor, 
and the trustee in bankruptcy will only be permitted 
to get the securities upon payment of the sum which 
the assignee has expended in redeeming them. And even 
where there is no assignee the court might, in exceptional 
circumstances, to save injury to the bankrupt’s estate, sanction 
payment by the bankrupt himself. The form which such an 
ee would take does not appear to have been suggested, 
and there might be some little adifftculty in practice in working 
out the principles which have thus been laid down; but the 
elaborate and careful judgment of the Court of Appeal is 
obviously intended to provide a remedy for all cases where the 
suspension of the title of a debtor owing to an act of bank- 
ruptcy is likely to cause loss to bis estate. 

















Judge Willis, K.C., is stated to have been seriously ill, but is now much 
improved, though he is not able to attend to his county court duties. 


Mr. Marston F. Buszard, barrister-at-law, who was recently appointed 
Assistant Judge at Zanzibar, was entertained at a sonamahanett Ghenee 
at the Imperial Restaurant, Regent-street, last week by a number of 
his ponds = the eo Circuit. Mr. Hammond-Chambers, K.C., 

» and am t those present was the Recorder of Leicester (Mr. 
uszard, K.C.). - " ' 
Fh Education Act, says the Evening Standard, must have given its 
Tamers a great deal of trouble ; the omission about which everybody has 
been talking was not the only one. There were at least two serious over- 
sights besides. One of these was that the Act repealed in their entirety 
the Technical Instruction Acts of 1889 and 1891, which applied not only 
to England and Wales, but to Ireland, the result being that, quite unin- 
tentionally, Ireland was deprived of a valuable piece o legislation by an 


Act which had nothing at all to do with Ireland. Another oversight, not | had come to the conclusion that the 
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Reviews. 
Solicitors’ Accounts. 


A Manvat or Boox-Keerrmyc ror Sonicrrors. FURNISHING A 


CoMPLETE SysTEM OF AcoounTs FoR Soxnicirors. INCLUDING 
THE TREATMENT OF CosTs AND DISBURSEMENTS, AND CONTAINING 
A CHAPTER DEALING WITH THE METHOD OF BANKING CLIENTS’ 
MoNEYsS APART FROM THEIR OWN. By JoHNsoN M. WoopMan, 
Chartered Accountant. RgvisED EpiTion. Shaw & Sons; 
Butterworth & Co. 


The subject of solicitors’ book-keepiog has been brought into 


prominence of late by the discussions which have taken place Ae es 
the separation of clients’ and solicitors’ money, and by the introduc- 
tion of book-keeping into the Intermediate Examination. Mr. 
Woodman observes that solicitors’ accounts are perhaps the most 
simple of those of any class of persons whose money trans- 
actions are numerous; and that one danger in writing upon 
them is lest difficulties should be created where so few exist. 
But while difficulties may be unnecessary 
there is absence of method, and the author carefully Lap pe the steps 
which should be taken to preserve the material for 

the books which should be kept to insure that the accounts are clear 
and accurate. The directions giver in the text are aided by the 
elaborate set of illustrative accounts and forms contained in the 
appendix. 
of the method suggested for the record of charges and the arrange- 


, they easily c in where 


of costs, and 


Attention may be called to the description in Chapter IT. 
ment of bills of costs, a method that the author says is the best 


his experience can furnish ; and the concluding chapter explains how 
the separate banking accounts for clients and for solicitors’ own 


money should be kept, and the necessary transfers for adjusting the 


two accounts made. 





Torts. 


By RaATANLAL 
RancuuHoppas, B.A., LU.B., Vakil, High Court, and DurrasLaL 
KEsHAVIAL THAKOR, B.A., of Lincoln’s-inn. THrp EpIrioy. 
The Bombay Law Reporter Office. 

This very thorough treatise on the law of torts is from its form 
to note 
that the second edition is stated to have been exhausted in less than 
a . The inclusion of numerous Indian authorities has not 
diminished the anxiety of the authors to make the work a full guide 


to English authorities also, and the section on dispossession (p. 282) 


very usefully refers to the well-known decisions, such as Davison v. 
Gent (1 H. & N. 744) and Asher v. Whitlock (L. R. 1 Q. B. 1), which 


bave established that mere possession gives a title upon which to 
recover in ejectment against a wron . The same rule, it appears, 
has been adopted by the Bombay High Court. The utility of the 


book is increased by the separate citation of the English and Indian 
cases, the various propositions which the authors advance being 
supported first by the English and then by the Indian authorities. 





Books of the Week. 


Selden Society. Borough Customs. Volume II. Edited for the 
Selden Society by Mary Bateson, Fellow of Newnham College, 
Cambridge. Susu Quaritch. 

A Treatise on Order XIV. and the Rules and Practice thereunder 
and Relating thereto; including the Special Indorsement of Writs 
under Order III., Rule 6, and the whole Law relating to S 
Judgment ; with Forms of Writs, Summonses, Affidavits, &c.; also 
including the New Rules as to Taxation of Costs in Cases under 
Order XIV., published by the Practice-Masters in June, 1906; and 
the Procedure on Appeal to the Judge in Chambers, to the Court of 
Appeal and to the House of Lords; and a Full Index, Analysi 
the Law. By Ernest ArTHUR JELF, M A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Horace Cox. 








The President of the Probate, &c., Division, shortly before the com- 
mencement of the Long Vacation, said that he desired to mention a 
matter which, in his cre affected the proper administration of 
ustice in the court, th w it had become neceseary to deal. He 
of sketching in the court must 


oon? to set right, had to do with the abolition of the school boards and | be stopped. It caused witnesses to be embarrassed and to be more self- 
© creation of the new education authorities. A quite unlooked-for | conscious. This acted to their prejudice and interfered with the adminis- 


> sn of this change was that in many cases the new authorities found 
3 reser without funds in the first year, or at least with a serious 
ciency, and the Government carried through a special measure to make 
this defect. Mr. Balfour was exceedingly unfortunate with his 
htsmen. One of them fixed the Local Government elections in 
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| go that it should be known that no 


tration of justice. Pictorial illustration to draw attention to divorce cases 

hea ty take done with the full val 
to was done e 

Beane, ie desired 


pone We et Se ee The action he 
to make this statement, 


with whom he had consulted. He 
would be allowed on the 


sketching 
Ireland for a Sunday, and they were to take place upon a register which | opening of the Law Courts in October next—at least, eo far as his division 
was concerned. 


did not come into existence until three days later ! 
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Cases of the Week. 


Before the Vacation Judge. 
MAYOR, &c., OF WEST HAM v, CUNNINGHAM AND KING, 15th August. 
Morton ror Commirtat ror Disopeprence TO ORDER. 


Application on behalf of the Corporation of West Ham for the committal 
of the defendant Cunningham in the above action for disobedience to an 
order of Phillimore, J., in chambers, made on the Ist of August last. 
The application was made originally before Ridley, J.,in chambers, but was 
adjourned by him into court in consequence of the decision of the Lord 
Chancellor in the recent case of Rex v. Governor of Brixton Prison, ex parte 
Lapierre, that cases affecting the liberty of the subject must be heard in 
open court. It appeared that the Corporation was the owner of a piece 
of land in West Ham, formerly used as a gravel pit, but now filled up and 
fenced in. The defendant Ounningham, a member of the corporation and 
a man of some education, and the defendant King, at the head of a 
Foe 4 of the unemployed, had, in the month of July, taken possession of this 
land and established a camp there. Finding persuasion useless, the 
= had issued a writ claiming possession and an injunction, 
and with it was served a summons for an injuaction. This was heard 
in chambers by Phillimore, J., neither defendant being present, and an 
Injutiction wag granted forbidding the defendants inter alia to enter on the 
land. A copy of this notice was served on both defendants, then being on 
the land, and its purport was fully explained to them. On this notice was 
indorsed the memorandum required by ord, 41, r. 5, warning the defend- 
ants that if they neglected to obey the order they would be liable to process 
to compel them to do so. ‘Ihe defendant King, after protest, left the land, 
but Cunningham refused to do so, and eventually was forcibly removed. 
On two subsequent occasions he entered on the land, and was again 
removed. The present proceedings were then taken. The affidavit in 
support of the motion for committal did not contain any statement 
that the above memorandum had been indorsed on the copy of 
Phillimore, J.’s, order, and it was contended on behalf of the defend- 
ant on the authority of Stockton Footbali Co. v. Easton (1895, 1 Q. B. 
453; 64 L. J. Q. B. 223) that the application must therefore be refused. 
This being a case affecting the liberty of the subject, he was entitled to 
take any available objection (Zaylor v. Roe, 68 L. T. 213). 1t was con- 
tended on behalf of the applicants that that case only applied to a writ of 
attachment, and not to a motion for committal. In the former case a man 
was required to do something he ought to do, and the court required proof 

that he had been warned of the consequences of disobedience ; but here the 
order was to refrain from doing something the defendant ought not to do, 
where he knew all about the order and must have known the consequences of 
disobedience. At any rate, therules only applied to a writ of attachment. 

Svurron, J.—When carefully examined [ think it will be seen that there 
has always been a strong distinction between cases of attachment and 
committal, and Ido not think the case cited applies to the latter. I 
therefore overrule the objection.—Counsgt, H. M. Sturges; W. 7. Raymond 
and Wickham. So.ticrtons, Hillearys ; Andrews § Andrews. 


[Reported by W. L. L, Bett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Cases of Last Sittings. 


Court of Appeal. 
EVERALL ». BROWN. No. 2. 2nd August. 


Counry Covurt—Remitrep Acrion—Costs—DiscreTionaRyY Power or 
Cocnty Court Jupce To Deprive Successrut Parry or Costs—County 
Courts Acr 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 42) ss, 65, 113. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of the Divisional Court 
(Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Kennedy and Ridley, JJ.) dismissing 
an appeal by the plaintiff from an order of the Judge of the Ludlow 
County Court depriving him of costs. The case is reported (53 W. R. 665 ; 
1905, 2 K. B. 196). The facts were as follows: An action was brought in 
the High Court by the plaintiff against the defendant to recover the 
balance of the price of certain cows. Judgment was given by the master 
for the plaintiff, under Order 14, for £21 18s. 9d., leave being given to 
defend as to the balance, £18 1s, 3d., and the action being remitted to the 

court as to that balance. There was a counter-claim set 
up in the county court for £8 ls. 3d. The result of the trial before 
the judge and a jury was that the plaintiff obtained judgment for 
£8 1s. 3d. [sic] in addition to the amount of the judgment he 
had already obtained in the High Court, and the defendant recovered 
£7 8. 9d. on his counterclaim. In the circumstances it seemed 
to the judge that he had a discretion as to the costs, and that the proper 
way to exercise it was to award none. The plaintiff appealed to the 
Divisional Court this decision, submitting that in a remitted action 
the judge had no discretion, but that under sections 65 and 113 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, the costs must follow the event. The Divisional 
Court dismissed the appeal, holding that the county court judge had a 
discretion, and that there was no reason for interfering with his exercise 
of it, The plaintiff appealed. 

Tus — a Witu1sMs, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 


appeal. 
Vavonaw Wii114ms, L.J., said that the court was of opinion that the 
observations of the Divisional Court in Aston Tube Works v. Dumbell (52 


W. R. 444; 1904, 1 K. B. 535) were perfectly right, and that the 


Divisiona) Court in the present case was right in taking the same view, 
The ap must, therefore, be dismissed.—CounseL, Bosanquet ; St. J. G, 
Mickelthwait. Soxicrrors, Jacques § Co. for C. B. Cottam, Ludlow; W. ¢ 
Tyrrell, Ludlow. 

[Reported by J. I. Srinuixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re CARDIFF WORKMEN’S COTTAGE CO. (LIM.). Buckley, J. 3rd and 
10th August. 


Company—DesENtTURE—REGISTRATION—EXTENSION OF TimzE—Conprrions 
to Protect Unsecurep Creprrors—Compantes Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vier, 
c. 48), ss. 14, 15. 


Motion. This was an ex parte application on the part of the company 
for an order that the time for registration of certain mortgage debentures 
in the schedule specified might, pursuant to section 15 of the Companies 
Act, 1900, be extended until the expiration of fourteen days from the date 
of the order. The company was incorporated in 1869 under the Comeaae 
Acts. Prior to 1897 the company had issued debenture bonds for 
securing £5,000, which became repayable on the Ist of January, 1898, 
By a resolution duly passed in 1897 it was resolved that in lieu of the bonds 
expiring on the 31st of December, 1897, other bonds should be issued— 
repayable as to £400 in five years, and as to £4,000 in seven years. In 190] 
a further debenture was issued for £600, repayable on the 1st of January, 
1906, which was duly registered with the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies 
under section 14 of the Companies Act, 1900. In 1903 the said debenture 
for £400 was renewed for the period of five years and the new debenture 
was duly registered. In 1905 it wasresolved that the debentures for 
£4,000 should be renewed for a further term of seven years, and six new 
debentures amounting to the said sum of £4,000 was duly issued, but 
were not registered. The above-mentioned debenture for £600 was also_ 
renewed for a further term of five years by a resolution passed on the 
13th of December, 1905. The new debenture for £600 thus issued was 
also not registered. It was in respect of these seven debentures that the 
present application was made to the court. For the company it was urged 
that the neglect to register these debentures was due to inadvertence, 
Upon communicating with the registrar they were told that they mustapply 
to the High Court for an order to extend the time for registration. The 
company was in a sound financial condition; no creditor was suing or 
threatening to sue the company. No creditor or shareholder would be 
prejudiced by the order asked for. The form of the order had been settled 
in Re J. C. Johnson § Co. (Limited) (46 Sourcrtors’ Journat 498, 50 W. R. 
482; 1902, 2 Oh. 111). i 

Bucx.ey, J.—This is an application under section 15 of the Companies 
Act, 1900, to extend the time for registration of certain debentures. The 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Ehrmann Brothers (Limited) (50 
Soricrrors* Jounnat 667 ; 1906, W. N. 169) renders it necessary to consi 
the question of the unsecured creditors. In Re Joplin Brewery Co. (Limited) 
(46 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat 51, 50 W. RB. 75; 1902, 1 Ch. 79) I thought it 
necessary to add words for the protection of the rights of parties acquired 
prior to the issue of debentures, and the Court of Appeal in Re J. 0 
Johnson § Co. (Limited) (46 Sotrcrrors’ Journa 498,50 W. R. 482 ; 1902, 2 Ch. 
111) had to consider whether words of qualification giving effect to the 
contractual rights of debentures issued pari passu should be added to the 
order. The court left it open for future consideration whether unsecured 
creditors were to be protected. In Re Ehrmann Brothers the legal effect of 
the terms imposed in Re Johnson were considered, and the court decided 
that the added words did not protect the unsecured creditors. The 
question which I have to decide is what conditions seem to me just 
and expediont as terms to be imposed in an order extending the 
time for registration. The debentures in respect of which the question 
is raised were issued in 1905, and persons who had, subsequent to 
that date, given credit to the company, would have no notice of such 
debentures, as there would be no entry in the register of debentures. At 
present the holders of unregistered debentures have as against such 
creditors no remedy. Is there anything to prevent the company from 
cancelling these debentures, issuing new ones in their place, and causing 
the new debentures so issued to be registered within the time fixed by the 
Act? Such debentures might, of course, be open to attack on the ground 
of fraudulent preference. This, however, is a danger to which unsecured 
creditors are always exposed so long as the company is a going concern. 
The difficulty might be got over by giving notice to some of the creditors 
of magnitude that certain debentures were to be registered. In the cir- 
cumstances of the present case I think I may, without the insertion of 
special words, make an order in the form settled in Re Johnson, notwith- 
standing the fact that it has been decided that that form of order does not 
protect the unsecured creditor. I[ make the order accordingly.—Oounsht, 
A, Adams. Sotscrrors, Radcliffe, Cator, ¢ Hood, for Shirley $ Sons, Cardiff. 


[Reported by Epwarp J. M. Cuaapuin, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.)} 


THE WAJRA KARUR DIAMOND SYNDICATE (BIM.) v. MILLER. 
Joyce, J. 3lst July; 1st and 7th Aug. 


Practice —Norice or Discontinuance or Acrion— Costs — Deckase? 
Derenpant—R,8,.C, XXVI. 1. 


This adjourned summons was brought for the Re ose of obtaining & 
decision of the court as to whether, on the plaintiffs having discontinued 
an action against the representatives of a deceased defendant, the costs of 
the deceased defendant should be taxed together with the costs of his 
representatives. In 1901 the plaintiffs commenced an action to recover 
5,000 shares in the Madras Diamond Mining Oo, (Limited) then standing 








Aug. 18, 1906. ‘ 








barged ate lle 


ERE 


ee 


e 
“5 


a: 
ne 


Ele 


Shine 


Pay 
EEE 


CEASED 


ning & 
tinued 
osts of 
of his 
recover 
anding 


Aug. 18, 1906 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. [Vol. 50.] 697 








—— 
in the names of the defendants Miller and Pfleiderer as trustees for the 
defendant Abraham. The defendant Pfleiderer gave an undertaking not 
to transfer the said shares, and thereupon the proceedings against him 
were ed and the plaintiffs paid his costs. e defendant Abraham 
died on the 7th of July, 1902, and by order of court dated the 22nd of 
July, 1905, 2 Mr. Marshall was added as legal personal representative 
of the defendant Abraham, and the action proceeded against him and 
the defendant Miller. The defendant Miller died on the 26th of October, 
1905, and by an order dated the 26th of Jan , 1906, the defendants 
Ann Miller, Charles Richard Steele, and Francis Mortimer were 
added as representatives of the defendant Miller, and proceedings were 
directed to be carried on against them. Subsequently the plaintiffs 
discovered that the cause of action against the defendant Miller as trustee 
ceased on his death, and they gave notice of discontinuance of action 
t his said representatives. The defendants sent in a bill of costs 
agen included the costs of the deceased defendant Miller. ‘To this 
the plaintiffs objected, but their objection was overruled by the 
taxing master. The point now came before the court for decision. 
for the plaintiffs it was contended that the words ‘‘ such defendants ”’ in 
ord. 26, r. 1, must be read strictly, and that they only apply to the 
defendants who have actually received the notice cf the discontinuance of 
the action: Chorlton v. Dickie (28 W. R. 228,13 Ch. D. 160), Watson v. 
Folliday (30 W. R. 747, 20 Ch. D, 780), and Wymer v. Dodds (23 Soxicrrors’ 
Jovawat 444, 11 Ch. D. 436). For the defendants it was urged that ord. 
96, r. 1, must mean the costs from the beginning of. the action, and that 
the words ‘“‘such defendants”’ must include the predecessor or pre- 
decessors of ‘‘such defendants.’’ The plaintiffs could never have got 
leave to discontinue without paying the costs from the commencement of 
the proceedings: Benge v. Swaine (15 C. B. 784, 3 W. R. Dig. 199), Boynton 
y. Boynton (23 Soxicrrors’ Jounnat 831, 4 A. O. 733), and Re London 
Drapery Stores (47 W. R. 118; 1898, 2 Ch. 684), 


Joyce, J., in a considered judgment, said that the order to continue 
proceedings still stood and had not been discharged. This case should be 
treated as if an order of the court had been obtained to discontinue, and 
such an order would only be given on the terms of the plaintiffs paying 
all the costs. The judgment of Turner, L.J., in the case of Ellison v. 
Sharp (15 W. R. 501, 2 Oh. App. 355) applied to this case. The applica- 
tion must be dismissed with costs.—CounsgL, Younger, K.C., and Ford ; 
= K.C., and Methold. Soticrrors, John Bartlett; Francis, Miller, § 

feele, 

[Reported by P. Joun Botanp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
CAIRNEY & DAVIES v. BACK. Walton, J. 3rd August. 


Gannisner ORDER—J UDGMENT CREDITOR—RECEIVER FOR DEBENTURE HOLDER 
—Prioriry or Crarm—REcEIvER APPOINTED sUBSEQUENT TO MAakING 
GarnisHes OrpER ABSOLUTE. 


The plaintiff C. advanced in May, 1905, £1,225 to the C. M. Co. (Limited) 
(£925 of which belonged to the plaintiff and £300 to M., one of the 
directors of the C. M. Co. (Limited) ), and on the 27th of January, 1906, a 
mortgage debenture was issued to the plaintiff to secure that loan. That 
debenture charged, inter alia, the whole of the capital uncalled on shares 
issued, and provided that if judgment should be obtained against the com- 
pany for upwards of £50, and should remain unsatisfied for twenty-one 
days, or, if the company should make default in the payment of any monies 
due at the time poneet for payment, the plaintiff C. t, by notice in 
y , callin the principal monies secured. The plaintiff C. might, at any 
time the principal monies secured should become payable, appoint a 
receiver of the capital charged, and of all calls made fn respect thereof. 
The plaintiff D. was the receiver. On the 8th of February the 
debenture was registered. The defendant, who was secretary to 
the O. M. Co, (Limited), brought an action for due and obtained 
judgment. The defendant, who was secretary to another company, paid 
& sub-secretary, who attended at the offices of the 0. M. Co. (Limited) 
from 10 to 5 o’clock. The defendant called at the office eve day, 
attended board meetings, and on other occasions when required. On 
the 15th of June, 1906, an order nisi was obtained by the defendant to 
re &sum of money in the hands of the CO. Bank of 8. belonging to 
e O. M. Co. (Limited), On the 18th of June notice of the order nisi was 
given to the plaintiff ©. On the 25th of June the garnishee order was 
made absolute. On the 29th of June a receiver was @ pointed under the 
vom of the mortgage debenture. The following ae were directed 
ties tried: (1) Whether the defendant was entitled to £98 3s. 4d. (part of 
. 5s. 3d. paid into court by the C. Bank of 8. pursuant toa judge’s order) 
aa of the garnishee order absolute obtained by the defendant on the 
0 Fyre 1906, or whether the plaintiffs were entitled to such sum 
Py © charge created in the plaintiffs’ favour by the C. M. Co. (Limited) 
ki of January, 1906, by virtue of the appointment of a receiver 
catitled er on the 29th of June, 1906, and (2) whether the defendant was 
aa to be paid four months’ salary in priority to the receiver's claim 
pA ad the preferential payments in the Ban ptey Amendment Act, 
i behalf of the plaintiffs it was contended that (1) the debenture 
ued pursuant to a resolution of the 0. M. Co. (Limited), though not 
Sppearing in the minutes, signed by two directors and countersigned y the 
ae Tt was regis and sealed with the seal of the company, and 
rr h ore good, Even if it was irre the plaintiff (C.) never 
ne _ t: Duck v, Tower Galvanising Co, (Limi ib01 2 K. B. 314). 
ot the a, bond fide advance made by the tiff (C.) to the com »and 
pa Mu Purposes of the case the private relations between the piainti (C. 
. t be ignored, The advance was made before action brought 


the secre , and the plaintiff's (C. ts over those of the 
gleaaies oie. The pecomd ag eo d aegrog 1 

execution creditor: Norton v. Yates (1906, 1 K. B. 112). 

that the receiver was appointed after the garnishee 

absolute: Geisse v. Toylor 54 W. R. 215; 1905, 2 K. B. 658). 
garnishee order absolute not effect an nt of the debt: Re 
Combined Weighing and Advertising Machine Co. (38 W. R. 67; 1890, 43 
Ch. D. 99) ; Re London Pressed Hinge Co. (53 W. R. 407 ; 1905, 1 Ch. 576). 
(3) The defendant was not entitled to preferential payment for £33 6s. 84., 
being four months’ salary, because (a) a secretary of a public company was 
not a clerk or servant within the meaning of section 1 of the Bankrnptcy 
Act, 1883; and (5) because his were not exclusive services: Williams on 
Bankruptcy (8th ed.), pp. 157-8; Oldham, Ex parte Miles (32 L. T. Rep. 
(O.8.) 181). For the defendant it was contended that (1) the defendant 
was entitled to preferential payment, being a clerk or servant; (2) the 
debenture was not a valid document because (a) there was no resolution 
giving power to seal any floating charge and was wlira vires. Duck v. 
Tower Galvanising Co. (Limited) was distinguishable ; (+) it was a fraud on 
creditors. There was no registration for some time, and others might be 
led to believe that no such charge existed: Re Jackson $ Bassford (Weekly 
Notes, July 21, 1906). (3) The garnishee order absolute gave the defendant 
an immediate right, and but for an ez parte order staying the bank’s hands 
the sum would have been paid: Robson v. Smith (1895, 2 Ch. 118) was 
referred to. 

Watron, J., held: (1) That the order absolute did not give any further 
effect to the order nisi so far as a charge was concerned. The order nisi 
created the charge. Robson v. Smith did not apply. The plaintiff's (C.) 
rights prevailed over the defendant’s in respect of the aniiies proceed - 
ings. e order absolute no more than the order nisi operated to transfer 
the debt ; (2) the preferential payment mentioned in the Act meant to 
refer to the rendering of personal services. The defendant did not perform 
such personal services ; he provided some one else todo them. Judgment 
for plaintiffs.—CounseL, Crawford and Henn Collins ; Maurice Hil. 
Sotcrrors, Travers, Smith, Braithwaite § Co. ; James Ballantyne. 


[Reported by W. T. Turton, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 








Legal Proceedings under the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
and the Companies Acts, 1862 to 


1900. 


Tue following is the Report by the Solicitor to the Board of Trade upon 
the above subject : 


(A) Proceepincs UNDER THE Companies (WinpING-vP) Act, 1890. 


The proceedings souieatet Se me under the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890, dur’ the year 1 comprised (1) —— in the High 
Court of a miscellaneous character, to which o' receivers were 

and (2) proceedings (4) in the police court against liquidators who had 
made default in rendering their accounts, and (4) in the High Court 
against liquidators from whom moneys were due to the companies 
liquidation account. 

1. Application to which Oficial Receivers were parties.—An application was 
made by a creditor and contributory of a company which was 
compulsory liquidation for an order directing that all procedings under the 
winding-up order should be stayed on the ground that negotiations were 
pending with a view to a scheme of arrangement for the settlement of the 
company’s liabilities. The scheme ponpened was de t upon an 
advance of a large sum of money to the rey it the pro) 
lenders had merely given a conditional consent to lend the money. It was 
therefore suggested on behalf of the official receiver that the application to 
stay the proceedings beeen prone hey ang cantina Lage fact that there 
appeared to be no ground for asking for an order for the public examina- 
tion of the persons connected with the company, there ‘Was no objection 
on the part of the official receiver to stay of proceedings, if a scheme 
of nr) apm could be formulated with a reasonable prospect that 
it would be carried through. An order was i made di 
the official receiver to refrain from selling the company’s assets 
the submission of a scheme, leave being reserved to him to apply to the 
court to remove the restraint in the event of the suggested scheme not 
being a for the approval of the court within a reasonable time. 
The scheme — > due a wr ng a i the Boe ca H receiver, but was 
not wr , as the negotiations C) to com) , a 
which it depended, fell through. The order restraining the official 
receiver from realising the company’s assets was consequently rescinded 
upon a subsequent application made on behalf of the official receiver. 

2. A motion was brought by a person who claimed to be a creditor and 
contributory of the company in liquidation for an order reversing the 
official wave Ae 8 decision, by which the ate was rejected for 
the mageete of voting at the meeting of itors to consider whether 
epplant on should be made to the court to appoint a liquidator in 
the official receiver. The ap t 
nominee as liquidator) 
so far as could be gathered from the imperfectly kept books of the 
(for which as 
was there no debt due to him, but he was 
, Upon this ground the official receiver rejected the 
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with the result that the proposal for the appointment of the applicant’s 
nominee as liquidator was not supported by the requisite majority of 
creditors. The official receiver in due course reported the facts to the court, 
and issued a summons for directions with regard to the liquidatorship. After 
hearing the — at some length the registrar came to the conclusion 
that it was desirable that the company’s affairs should be investigated by 
the official receiver rather than by the applicant’s nominee, and accordingly 
he made an order under which the official receiver remained liquidator. 
Notwithstanding the registrar’s decision, the applicant proceeded with his 
motion, which subsequently came before Mr. Justice Buckley, who was of 
opinion that in the circumstances the motion was idle and useless, and he 
erefore dismissed it with costs. 

3. The applicant in the last mentioned case also applied to the court for 
an order giving him leave to inspect certain documents in the possession of 
the o receiver relating to the affairs of the company. The documents 
in question consisted of the official receiver's notes and memoranda of 
statements made orally to him by persons connected with the company, 
and it has been held that there is no right of inspection of such documents, 
even by a liquidator. The application in the present case was, therefore, 


pa. _ cases are the only ones to which it appears necessary to refer 
tail. 

2. Proceedings by the Board of Trade against defaulting liquidators.—In 212 
cases I was instructed to take proceedings against liquidators who had 
made default in rendering accounts of their receipts and payments, but 
in 206 of such cases the required accounts were pt ol ip without the 
necessity of proceedings. In the remaining cases police-court summonses 
were issued and substantial fines imposed upon the persons concerned. 
In addition to the above, five liquidators made default in paying 
over moneys to the companies’ liquidation account, and proceedings had 
to be taken to enforce payment, which were successful in every instance. 
The only case which presented any unusual features was one in which 
the demand by the Board of Trade for payment of the amount due to the 
companies’ liquidation account was resisted by the liquidator upon the 
ground that an order had been made by the court directing him to set 
aside a certain amount to answer certain contingent claims. It was con- 
tended that the effect of that order was that the money in question ceased 
to be “undistributed assets of the company ’’ and was consequently not 
payable into the companies’ liquidation account, but this contention was 
overruled. In the same case the liquidator applied for an order giving 
him leave to retain the moneys shown to be in his hands, notwithstanding 
that ge Ae remained undistributed for upwards of six months, but the 
court that in view of the peremptory provisions of the section there 
‘was no power to accede to the application. 


(B) Procerprxes ny THe Boagp or Trape acarnst CoMPANIES IN DEFAULT 
mx Fruuve Retvens tnpek THE Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


Daring the year ending the 31st of December, 1905, I have had reported 
to me about eight hundred companies for default in filing the various 
returns, and in giving notices required by the provisions of the Companies 
Acta, 1862 to 1900. Out of this number it was found necessary to institute 
proceedings in fifty-five cases. Forty-seven convictions were obtained in 
respect of defaults under section 26 of the Companies Act, 1862, as 
smended by section 19 of the Companies Act, 1900, and three convictions 
were obtained in respect of defaults under section 45 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, as amended by section 20 of the Companies Act, 1900. It did 
not become n to take any proceedings in respect of defaults under 
section 40 of the Companies Act, 1862. 

R. Exvuis Cunutrrez, Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 

Board of Trade, June, 1906. 








Some Reasons Against Registering 
Land at the Land Registry. 


[The following paper was approved by the Council of the Law Society 
on the Ist of June last.) 

poh pt of land transfer affects the owner of a small building = 
as much as the owner of thousands of acres. Both are landowners. The 
majority of sales and purchases of land are for sums under £500. There 
are two systems of transferring land in England, one by private deed, 
which can be completed where and when most convenient to the parties ; 
the other by entry in an official register, which must be done at a public 
registry office between specified and restricted hours, and usually at a 
distance from the purchaser’s place of business. The actual transfer of 
land is as simple as the transfer of ships or shares, but inasmuch 
as the owner of land can deal with it in ways denied to the owner 
of ships or shares, and can create interests of a far more complicated 
character, more inquiry is necessary in the former case than in the 
latter in order to ascertain whether the owner is free to transfer. 
This inguiry is known as investigation of title. Reforms in the 
private system made within the last twenty-five years have done 
much to simplify investigation of title, and it is most exceptional for 
the completion of a sale to be delayed on account of such investigation. 


A registration system which could do away with investigation of title by 
substituting therefor a r of owners of land with particulars of the 
they own, and of all easements, conditions, mortgages, and 


other incumbrances which affect them, might be useful, but in England 
such a system has not been attempted. e compilation of an accurate 


is costly, and in England, in order to save expense, the real 
of registration have been slurred over. 


For instance, the 








register shews only general, not exact, boundaries, and leaves up. 
noticed such important matters as crown rents, land tax, tithe, 
rights of way, rights to mines and minerals, building covenants, 
and leases not exceeding twenty-one years. These have to be dig. 
covered by a separate investigation, so that a purchaser cannot by 
an inspection of the register ascertain what he is purchasing; in fact 
inquiry as to title is still necessary, and will continue necessary notwith. 
standing registration. A register has been established in Australia singe 
the year 1858 and in England since the year 1862. In Australia outside 
large towns it has achieved a fair measure of success ; in England it has 
been a complete failure. As the two systems differ in essential particulars, 
it is futile toattempt to support the English system by reference to the 
Australian system. A recent writer on registration in Australia says that 
the Euglish system is a trap for the unwary. Some of the differences may 
be noted. In Australia every landowner on the register has a good title ; 
in England a registered title may be good or bad, or no title atall. In 
Australia boundaries are exactly defined ; in England they are defined 
only generally. In Australia transactions within the Act not registered 
have no validity ; in England they have equal validity with registered 
transactions. In Australia the register and every transaction on it are 
open to the public ; in England they are not open. In Australia registra. 
tion is compulsory as to lands granted, in recent years, by the Crown, 
which are, for the most part, considerable areas outside large towns ; in 
England registration is compulsory only in the county of London, where 
land is sold by the foot. It is essential, therefore, to remember, when 
reference is made to the success of the Australian system (or, as it is often 
called, the ‘‘ Torrens System,’’ from Sir R. Torrens, its founder), that the 
Torrens system is essentially different from the English system, and that 
Sir R. Torrens himself, when he became an English landowner, declined 
to register in England. The English registry system, moreover, differs in 
essential particulars from the Continental system, with which it is also 
compared. The Continental registration systems are based on a survey 


for taxation purposes known as the cadastral survey, with which there is . 


nothing in England to correspond ; the maps are marvels of accuracy, and 
the boundaries of every property are absolutely defined To bring the 
English ordnance map up to the same pitch of accuracy, without which 
registration is illusory, would take years to accomplish and cost millions 
of money. Seeing that is not required for taxation purposes, it would not 
be reasonable to charge the cost to the general tax-payer ; ifit is done, 
therefore, it will haveto be paid for by thelandowners. In England people 
much prefer to manage their own affairs in their own way. Those who 
are familiar with Inland Revenue officials and Government inspectors will 
hardly be anxious to create a new class of officials in every country town 
who will know every purchase, sale or mortgage made. It is absurd to 
suggest that registration prevents fraud. The Bank of England and the 
great railway companies can bear witness to the contrary. Frauds occur 
on the Continent and in Australia, where the utmost publicity is given to 
transaction on the land register. Are they likely to be less frequent in 
England? The registry regulations in some respects tend to facilitate 
fraud, for they allow of a person being registered with a possessory title 
without any reference to the fact that his property is heavily encumbered 
and a person may be registered with ‘‘a good leasehold title’? who has no 
title wha‘ever. It is stated that the Registry has an indemnity fund 
against fraud. The landowners, however, are charged higher fees in order 
to provide this fund, and a person is not to be entitled to indemnity for 
any loss where he has ‘‘ caused or substantially contributed to the loss by 
his act, neglect, or default.”’ It is difficult to say what frauds will be 
covered. Ina leading case in Australia, which ultimately came before the 
Privy Council on the appeal of the —* it was held that mortgagees 
who had accepted a forged transfer which had been entered on the register 
had no claim against the indemnity fund on the mortgage being declared 
invalid. A similar case recently before the English courts has also been 
decided against the claimant. The registration system was in operation 
in England as a voluntary system from 1862 to 1897, and failed to attract 
landowners. It was nevertheless made compulsory in 1898 in the — 
of London through the efforts of the officials concerned, and notwithstand- 
ing the protests of London landowners, Its failure is no less apparent, 
and returns of the business done, which were granted for several years, 
have now been refused. Who can speak with greater authority than the 
directors of the t building societies; they condemn registration in the 
strongest possible terms, It is in large towns that its defects are most 
apparent. The experience of registration in Australia and in the United 
States confirms this. Wherein does the alleged saving to landowners from 
registration come in? A conveyance costs a purchaser on an average | pet 
cent., or less, Is his time of no value, that he is to employ it in personal 
attendance at a ng’ office making searches, filling up forms, 
and paying fees ! e Land Registry fees are substantial, and t 

to increase, so that the most that a purchaser can hope for 
if he carries through his own purchase is to save a fraction of 1 per cent, 
As a matter of ne ype how many ships or shares are bought without 
employing a skilled agent to carry through the transaction, and is it | 
that a purchaser of land, in order to save a fractional commission, 
want to understand the 345 rules and 72 forms affecting the practice of 
the Land try? There is no demand for the ogee system ia 
England. hat attention it receives is due to official advertising. If it 
any real merit it would have been adopted voluntarily by land- 
owners, and especially by the owners of small plots, years ago under the 
lead of the great building societies and land companies, which know 
perfectly well what is for their own interests. Even in Australia, where 
there is a much better system, it does not oust the private deed system. 
There is no reason why landowners who desire it should not have at 
alternative system to the present system of transfer by private deed. The 
objection is to compelling those to use an official register who do not wast 
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it, and particularly in compelling them to use it when a trial of upwards 
of thirty-five years has shown that it cannot compete in cheapness, safety, 
accuracy and despatch with the private deed system. 








Obituary. 
Mr. J. M. Yetts. 


We regret to announce the death, on the 9th instant, at Sebton House, 
West Norwood, of Mr. Joseph Muskett Yetts, late of 56, Lincoln’s-inn 
Fields, and of the Rookery, Carlton, Saxmundham, solicitor, in his 
ninetieth year. Mr. Yetts was admitted in 1839, and up to his death took 
out his practising certificate. : 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. H. Lister Reape, solicitor, of Congleton, has been appointed Clerk 
to the County Justices for the Congleton section of the Middlewich and 
Sandbach Petty Sessional Division. 





Change in Partnership. 


The business of Mr. Henry L. Reade, solicitor, of Congleton, will in 
future be carried on by Mr. Henry Lister Reape, and Mr. Wim 
Paxsons Reape, M.A., LL.M., under the style of H. L. and W. P. Reade, 
at Congleton, Cheshire. 


Dissolutions. 
Ricuarp Harris, Horace Onartes Garrop, and Richarp GRANVILLE 
Hanus, solicitors (Harris, Garrod & Harris), Wells. Aug.10. The said 


Richard Harris and Richard Granville Harris will continue practice as 
solicitors at the above-named address under same style or firm name. 


Joun Epwarp Saaw and Ernest Epwarp McCoxw, solicitors (Shaw & 
McColm), Greenwich. July 1. [ Gazette, Aug. 14. 
Admission. 


Messrs. Wontner & Sons, Solicitors, London, have taken into partnership 
Mr. Exzior Francis Barker, B.A. (Trinity College, Cambridge), who 
has been associated with them in business for nearly four years. 





General. 


Judges in this weather may, says the Paris correspondent of the Daily 
Telegraph, be forgiven not only for nodding, but for joking about it. A 
lately-fledged counsel had been holding forth fcr hours on an arid case of 
a disputed will in the heavy atmosphere of the French civil courts. French 
law provides three judges for such matters, but in this instance only one 
of the three was at all awake. Counsel stopped suddenly in the midst of 
a flow of eloquence, the end of which was not in sight, and said, in a voice 
betraying vexation, ‘‘ Monsieur the President of the Céurt, I will resume 
my address when Messieurs the other two Judges have awakened.’”? The 
presiding judge looked indulgently from side to side at his two colleagues, 
her replied, ‘‘ Possibly, Maitre, they will awaken when you have 


Rarely have the judges, says a writer in the Globe, commenced the Long 
Vacation with such a heavy list of cases undisposed of. In the Court of 
Appeal, where, notwithstanding the temporary assistance of the Lord 
Chancellor, very little progress was made during the past sitting, nearly 
300 cases stand for hearing ; in the King’s Bench Courts, where, owing to 
election petitions and other causes, the rate of progress was abnormally 
slow, some 500 cases, including those in the Divisional Court, have been 
left unheard. Happily, a judge’s enjoyment of his holiday does not 
depend upon the state of his list. If the holidays were capable of bein 
disturbed by thoughts of arrears, only the members of the Judici 
Committee could rely upon a perfect vacation. Not one of the appeals 
bee cag in their list at the beginning of the sittings has been left 


Mr. P. F. Rouse, writing to the Times under date the 11th of August, 


says, “every now and again in the Press reference is made to the risks which }- 


are attendant on ‘‘ kissing the Book’’ in the witness-box ; and sometimes 
even the judges comment upon the subject. Yesterday, while I was 
Waiting in one of the King’s Bench .Courts for a casein which I was 
interested to be called on, a defendant on a judgment summons went into 
the witness-box. Before he was sworn his counsel read a medical certifi- 
cate stating that the witnees was being treated for sycosis of the lips, and, 
moreover, it was perfectly clear even at the back of the court that he was 
suffering from some horrid complaint about the mouth. Notwith- 
standing this, the judge allowed the witness to be sworn in the usual way 
by kissing the Book. It really made me shudder to think what the con- 
Sequence might be to those who kissed the same Book subsequently, so 
much so that I feel the occurrence should have publicity, there A dyony 
hastening the day when all oaths will be administered with uplifted hand. 
tis well that all persons should be made aware that they are even now 
*atitled to be sworn in this manner,”’ 


Mr. Justice Bigham, si at the Birmingham 
Evening Standard, interrupted by the sound of hammering, and 
official to ‘‘ go outside and bring the hammerer in, and make him bring 
his hammer with him.’”’ The man, who was found on the top of an 
adjoining building, was taken into court and told to stop there. 


Judge Percy Gye, speaking at the close of a recent special sitting of the 
Isle of Wight County Court (arranged by him to clear off arrears) with 
reference to the repeated adjournment of cases owing to pressure of court 
business, said, according to the Times, that he was not responsible for the 
condition of the work of the court, but the Legislature or the Treasury 
were for not allowing the Registrar to take small cases. The result was 
that the judges had trumpery cases, besides the heavy cases, put men 
them, and they were quite unable to deal with them all. He should 
the inconvenience to suitors to be brought in a forcible way before the 
authorities. He wished some gentleman before him would make a 
formal complaint to the Treasury of the pressure of business, and he 
should be much obliged if any sort of notice of the matter could be sent 
to the London newspapers. The work was much more compli- 
cated and heavy, and no facilities were being given for its being carried 
on. 


A sad bathing accident occurred at Sutton-on-Sea last week. Mr. 
William Wooding Nelson, solicitor, of Alfreton, Derbyshire, with his wife 
and family, arrived on Saturday at Sutton, where his brother, Mr. John 
James Nelson, solicitor, of Alsager, Cheshire, and his wife were also stay- 
ing. The brothers went for a bathe from a tent on the beach, taking 
with them Mr. William Nelson’s thirteen-year-old son id. The 
tide was coming in, but there was a strong under-current, and the two 
men, who bathed near the shore, done the boy, who was bathing 
further out, to be in difficulties. None of the ye could swim well, but 
both men started off to help the boy. . James Nelson became 
exhausted and turned back. As he passed his brother he remarked that 
they could do no good, as the boy had been carried too far. The boy’s 
father, although an indifferent swimmer, still continued swimming out to 
sea in the hope of saving his boy. Not long after he himself was o 
to be in difficulties, and a bathing-van proprietor went out and succeeded 
in bringing him back to shore, but he shortly after being brought out. 
Mr. Nelson was admitted in 1886. He was forty-two years of age, and 
was clerk to the Alfreton Bench of istrates, the South Normanton 
Urban Council, and the South Wingfield Council schools. 


It sometimes happens, says the Law Magazine and Review, that consider- 
able difficulty is found in supporting a rule of law which has become 
firmly embedded in the text-books, but which rests only upon an old 
decision, and has not for many years come under review. Such a difficul 
arose in the Irish case of Eivers v. Curry (1906, 1 Ir. R. 386). It is a gen 
rule in the construction of wills that a legacy to a person — 
executor is primd facie conditional on his accepting the office. It has, 
however, been stated in all the most authoritative text-books that this 
rule does not apply where the gift is residuary, and that in that case 
the donee is primé facie entitled whether he proves the will or 
not, This exception rests upon a statement by Shadwell, V.C., in 
Griffiths v. Pruen (11 Sim. 202), decided in the year 1840; and in that case 
the Vice-Chancellor says that he had “‘ always understood ”’ the rule to be 
that ‘‘ where either a general or specific legacy is given to an executor, he 
must prove the will in order to entitle himself to it; but that does not 
apply to the case of a residue.’ The exception so stated was applied in 
one or two other cases decided about the same time, but since then it does 
not appear to have been formally adopted in any reported case. The 
soundness of the alleged exception was now challenged, and the Master of 
the Rolls declined to follow it, principally on the ground that yg 
ently contradictory decision of Lord Cottenham’s in Barber v. (3 
My. & Cr. 688) shewed that the matter was still open. The Court of 
Appeal, however, reversed this decision, being of opinion that there was 
no ground for holding that Shadwell, V.C., had not correctly stated a rule 
of law with which he must have been familiar, and also thinking that even 
apart from his authority there were sensible reasons for the exception. 
The result, therefore, is to establish the authority of Grifiths v. Pruen. 


Assizes, was, says the 
ordered 








To Execvrors.—VALvations FoR Propats.— Messrs. Watherston & Son, 
Jewellers, Goldsmiths, and ype fk od , 2. -street 

eading from Regent-street to Bur! - -street), 
penis W., Value, Purchase, or Collections of Plate or Jewels for 
Family Distribution, late of Pall East, adjoining the National 
Gallery.—[Apvr. ] 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette,—Faipay, Aug. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep ix Caavoray. 

H Co, Luurrap (ix Votuxtary Laquipation)—Creditors are require 
Cetin, att, te De en anl aiicumn antl ten putnion of Cele 
or claims, to Robert William Ellett, 

Comertitions Pup isaixe Co, Laarrap— Creditors are poqued. cn or before Sept 8, 
Wile 4 Ol J eee rybes + e ys 
’ ewry 
mraie I Powrr Unrrep— Petn for A 
Bara aiid Ws bs hard Aue Wb FOG, Levels as BE Ee 
, solors for peiners, — a must reach the above-named 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Aug 


ee 


e 


7) 
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@uamorcay Spreitzer Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or ay: Sept 29, to send 


their names and a addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard 
nig, chy: a , Wind st, Swansea. Ingledew & Co, Swansea, pany =| liquidator 

Sensy Baicx — Co, Lines - Gr Creditors ob od required, on or before Sept 22, | to ny their 
names addresses, their de’ or claims, Smart, 
Queen st, Peterborough 


Waexuam Pusric Hatt axp Conn Excuaxce Co, Limrrep—Creditors are 
or before Sept 1, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
or claims, to Geo Bevan, 3, Queen st, Wrexham 

UnNumiTeD 1x CHANCERY. 

Seven Rattway Co—Creditors heey "5 
names , and the culars of their debts or claims, to George Rae Thom- | 
son Fraser, 31, Copthall ay = vai 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep m CHANoERY. 
Biexewnead Ivstitvre Liurrep (m fommnares) ~ —Creditors are required, on or before 


12, to send their names and addresses, the gertipaians of of their debts or claims, 
is Terry, Central pldgs, North John st, Live 


ee Co, Lumrep—Creditors are pe on or before Sept 30, to send their 


and addresses, and the pasticulars of their debts or claims, to Robert John 
Biswas, Austin Friars. Maxwell & Dampney, Bishopsgate st Within, solors for 


Hoanz, 81acx, & Co, Lumrep- Creditors are required, on or before Sept 10, to send in 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to William Henry 
Clayton, 17, Saltergate, Chesterfield 

Joun Cave & Sons, Luarrep —Petn for boven up, presented Aug 7, directed to be heard 

Aug 22. Pakeman & 11, Ironmonger In, solors for ont. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in Reetonns of Aug 21 

Moseiey bon 5 Co, Lamitzp (1x Liqurpation)—Credi uired, on or before 

tow. send their names and ad: and the pustiodles ¢ of their debts or claims, 
Vincent Vals Darlington st, Wolverhampton. Baker & Meek, Willenhall solors 
wee paw joer & Co, Limrrp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 22, to send their 
names and addresses, the —- of their debts or claims, to James Henderson, 

19, Longford pl, Victoria pk, Mancheste: 


The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Revenrsions, Lire Interest anv Lire Poticy. 
Messrs, H. Fe Ree, Smee ape & Cranrietp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. ee of bd 








t the Mart, Tokenh eT E.C., on Thursday last, w' 
On Turk INTE oars 4 at the prices named, the total ‘amount seep barges —_ 
T in £200 per annum .4 eve oe jd £825 
to hen 10s. ies eos vee ove coe 6p =— OOS 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION’ ‘to about INS Ge eu via Sean ae ss 1,250 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Cuatm. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, Aug 10. 


am, Gone, Barston, Hampton in Arden, Warwickshire, Licensed Victualler Sept 
Riddell vy Adkins, Kekewich, J Knight, Gray’s inn sq 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, Aug 10. 
Axpzew, Aux Mantis, Douglas,I of M Sept1 Clayton & Co, Ashton under Lyne 
Brewer, Jax Tunbridge Wells, dey ogg Aug 24 , Tunbrid Wells 
Cans, Ianacez, Westbourne ter. =e ‘ark Sept 29 Budd & Co, Bedford row 
Oct 1 Acton & Marriott, Nottingham 


Campers, James, Stanton by 
a, Joux Everson, Southtown, Gt Yarmouth Aug 18 Burton & Son, Gt 


Cranks, Henry Ng Italy Sept 10 field, Kensington sq mansion 
Copuestox, Masy, 8 i, Wimbledon ” ge 12 TB B&Ew Nelson, ood st 
Ceastrer, THOMAS, co boy Bee Aug 31 Parkinson & Co, Manchester 


uired, on 
eir debts 


uired, on or before Sept 29, to send their 


—s Hore, ws 
Sept 11 Crossfield & Oo, Cockney rd 
nd, Saiford mB. 4 aus & tee, Lichfield 
Higp, Henry Georaz, Rev. Storey & Co, Halifax 
Horstry, Ann Reap ev, al Merionsth “sept 10. Tweddle, Liverpool 
Howr, Euma, Buckby Northampton Sept 10 Browne & Wells, » Northampton 
Kipper, ArTHur Percy, Ilford In, i ssex Ovtil Blaker & Son, Lew 
Lewis, Mary Any, Mayola rd, Lower Clapton Aug 31 ™ riddle & Liddle, King 


Lue, Taomas, Stainland, nr Halifax Sept 19 Longbotham & Sons, Halifax 
McKErrgLt, oe = Pavuine, Queen's mansions, sero st Sept 7 Freeman & Co, 
Martis, Witu1am, The Heugh, nr Brampton, Cumberland Oct 1 Brown & 
Newcastle upon on 
| Peacock, Exizasetu, Lowestoft, Ladies’ Outfitter Sept 2 Johnson, Lowestoft 
Ropinsoy, MarGaret E.izaBera, Wi ere, Westmorland Oct 1 Milne Kendal 
Symaat, Manre Joseex Pavt Louis Dumas, Brest Sept 7 Maddison & Co, ola Jewry 
Syums, Jonn Epwarp, Woodford, Essex Sept 12 Calder-Woods & Pethick, Lancaster 


pl, Strand 
Tesstuan, Joun, Grindleton, Yorks Sept 10 Lancaster, Blackburn 
Tuan, Wittiam Farman, Lowestoft, , Basket Maker 2 Johnson, Lowestoft 
Tuorp, Grorce Suita, York, Grocer’ Sept8 W & K E T Wilkinson, Yor 
Wasrex, Magia, Faweett st, Redcliffe gdns Sept 1 Lee & Pembertons, Lincolns inn 


Warwick, Grorcr, Barton upon Humber 21 Goy & Co, Barton upon Humber 
Wicer, Fraxcis j Napenig Norwood, Ceylon. fon, Paasater Bept 20 Nalder, Shepton Mallet 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Aug. 14. 


ArTwe tts, Saran Georaina, Reading Sept12 Martin & Martin, Reading 

Arrwoop, WiLL1aM new Hailsham, Sussex, Builder Sept 30 Hillman’ Lewes 
Baker, Groras, 1, Staffs, Bolicitor how Aud 22 Ba a het Meek, Willenhall 
Booker, ALrrepD, Bamford, Derby’ Se; pt 24 Pye-Smith & Barker, Sheffield 

a, THomas Haicu, Bradley, nr Pi alderficld Sept 11 Laycock & Co, Hudden. 


Sans, Revene Atsion, Downleaze, Sneyd Park, nr Bristol Sept 29 Watkins & Cp, 


CumBERBaToH, LAWRENCE TRENT, ome, USA Oct1 Guscotte & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Dewe, James, New Windsor, Berks Sept 15 Dunford & Gale, Windsor 

Doagertt, Ricuarp, Ham June ié Hazard & Pratt, Harleston, Norfolk 

Ewa tp, Jutiana Marcanetua, South Cave, York Sept 30 Crust & Co, Beverley 
Ewast, Captain K Rowzaxp, DSO, Lagos, British West Africa Feb9 Boltong 


Co, Tem 
Fur, Haxay wee Oct10 Smith, wis 7 
} ay JANE, Levenshulme, nur Manche March 1 Bagwees & Co, eee: 
Gree, Waxrsr, Manchester, Solicitor Oct Cunliffe & Co, Mancheste: 
Grercory, Vincent, West Kirby Chester Sept 22 di & Co, Liverpesl 
Hatou, Epgar Lioxgt, East Dulwich 26 Burton & Son, Bank chmbrs, Blackfriars rd 
Hieamsox, Arntuur, Penywern rd, Earl’s Court Sept 9 Snow & Co, Gt St Thome 


Hix1s, Percy, Richmond rd, Dalston Sept 22 Houghton & Son, Finsbury pymt 
Hisiop, ALEXANDER, Jarrow, Durham, Clothier Sept 28 Stobo & Livingston, Jarrow on 


DgINKWATER, Taurs, Toxteth hee ok ‘oan 
Exsrow 
Harr, ert oh, Vitor 








Baeee,2 Narsaniz. Pzance, Palmer’s Green, Middlesex Sept 30 Wilson & Co, Copthall 


een Sas, og Hereford = 29 Garrood, 
Jacost, Louisa —_ ‘burgh rd, U; on = 
JEFFERSON, REBEcoa, joe sd Sept 10 


yswater 
Krause, Many Ann, Liverpool Sept 29 Taylor, 
MoGurx, Mary Annz, Newcastle — tr i 12 Burns, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Marti, Henry, Sg rg on Sea by Ellis, 8t Leonard’s on Sea 
Moreax, THomas, Swansea Se 
O’Baisy, 4 Gzorcr THomas 


Ledbury 
15 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
& Sons, Westbourne grove, 


Hartland Swansea 
A aolbs KCMG, ae pl, Kensington Oct10 Harland 


PuIturs, om Stoke, Coventry Sept 26 Seymour, Coventry 

aaa Sir Toms, Kirkleavington Grange, York. “Sept 30 Munns & Longden, Old 
e 

Bwewns. Mary Ayn Exizaperta, Thaxted, Essex Sept 4 Wade & Co, Dunmow, Essex 

Sonam, — Octavius Warwick, Lucknow, Oudh, India Sept 9 ‘Maddison '& Co, 


Ross, Paese ‘iecas, Walsall Aug 22 Baker & Meek, Willenhall 
Rows, Joszrx, Hyde, Chester, Station som, 6 12 Watts, Hyde 
nag Foe on Oct 10 eaneren, Can 

metg BYPHENA 22 Smart, Cam 
Stock, Mznoy, Midsomer Norton, Somoret 21 ‘Nalder, Shepton Mallet 
Serene, Jeuazaan Perer, Childers st, ord fept 12 Sandom & Co, High #, 


Terry yo Lapp, Bobbing, Kent, Wheel: ht Winch & Co, Sittingbourne 
Vunxon, i FRepERicx Warnente. Clevellon, Bomerset merset Sept 29 Burges & Sloan, 


Wuaktor, ie Earlestown, Lancaster Sept 15 Davies & Co, Warrington 
Wagan sm, James, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manchester Sept 18 Bowden & ae 


Witson, Exizapetu Butize, Teignmo 15 Hutchings & Hutchings, T: 
Woo.peipar, BenvaMin, Stourbridge, ped, Sept 29 Travis & Sheldon, reign 











Licensed Victualler No 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasette.—Faipar, Aug. 10 
RECEIVING ORDERS: 
Apranams, Manx, Pontmorlais tp mal Tydfil, Tailor 


Howanp, AtFaep, South 


ester, Solicitor M: 


Hora, Epitn Ross Grey, Wells next the Sea, 
rwich Pet Aug4 Ord Aug4 ton Pet Aug 8 

Reddish, Lancs, Grocer Stock- | Ricnarps, Atyrazp Epwarp, Wels Ona hae Ly eats 
port Pet Aug7 Ord Aug7 Maltster 


—— Cuaries Apert, Choriton cum Hardy, 
anchester 


Norfolk, } Partixaroy, Gzoraz, Bamoorn, Chasen, Grocer Warring- 


et Aug 8 Ord A 


Newtown Pet Aug 8 Ord A 
Roserts, Gzoraz, Nowl Park, Keighley, xk, Fish 
Salesman Bradford Pet Aug 8 Sra Xug 


= Aug § le Ord Aug 3 Percy Wixins, N 


Sansome. 












Pet Aug 8 ‘ord Aug 
Cremans, WILLIAM, Guenen, yo<p In, Forest Gate, Butcher 
High Court Pet Aug7 Ord Ang7 
peas yg e 8t Peter, Fn i Coal Dealer King’s 
om, a Bar, Wi Whitehaven, Butcher Whitehaven 
ug 7 
FE ~~ A Netley “Abi “¥ "7 oo Bootmaker 


Southampton Pet Aug Ord A 
Cuspsy, Gzorce Horzs, = Wellests, ctberham, Yorks, 
Plumber Sheffield Pet July 19 Ord Aug 


Rosgrt Woopwarp ries Sener 

Court Pet June13 Ord Aug 
Drxon, Coanetius WILLIAM Joun, Witton, Aston, Birming- 
Out comment Proof Master Birmingham Pet Aug 4 
E.uiorr, Owns  — peetemguec tgsgouee Nottingham Pet 
Bune, AP ie, Newcastle on eye House Painter 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 24 ai 


‘ Augs8 Ord Aug 8 


















iene 8 8, Newark, Notts, Horticultural 
tingham Pet July 27 Ord Aug 8 

Jounstoyz, Hucu AtFrep Evans, Huyton, Lancs, For- 
warding Agent Liv 1 Pet as? Ord Aug 

Joxzs, Bex, Ammanfo Cabinet Maker 

Carmarthen Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 


aE VO Joux, Manchester High Court Pet May 25 


Lepess, ie Sale, Cheshire, Market Gardener Man- 
chester Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

ae. hy ho Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet Aug 
2 ug 

Manzrin, ALFRED, Little Chester, Date, Licensed Victualler 

Derby Pet Aug 7 Ord Aug7 

Mantis, Joux, Emer tenon, Farmer Leominster 
Pet July 10 Ord Arig 8 

MeEnpELsony, a, eee South Marsden, —_ Swindon, Tailor 


High Court Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 
Mocnccaos, SSE, Ley Indie. ‘An Indian Ci Ser- 

vant High | Court et March 5 O 
Owsx, Rr Bue la Boetie, Parke “Court Pet 


July 2 "Ord ‘Aug 1 


Newport, Mon Pet ne 7 a rate 
meg ny 8 Joux, Caesee, Masses, Glam, Collier Cardiff 
Rosert, gp lington, Spring Maker 
Tees Pet Aug? Ord Aug? 
Wank, Anruur, Ret jes nr Knutsford, Cheshire Farmer 
nchester Ord Aug 
Wasp, Josers, Bt, Tube, nr Bherburn, Yorks, Farmer 
Scar Pet 


a sags Ord Aug 8 
Wiusox, Gzoraz, Manches Coal 
Merchant At od Pet July 25 om ytrd) 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette a May 18: 


Warp, son, Eee te, Sates Builder 
Stockport May 1 oa May 15 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Aug 3: 


Guesinan 
Stockton on 





Watuixeron, Joux, Ladinaengaiset, Bucks, Farmer 
Banbury Pet July 81 Ord July 31 
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FIRST MEETINGS. 


jgsanams, Manx, Pontmorlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Glam» 

Tailor’ Aug 20 at 135, High ot Merthyr Tydfil 

sour, ine io Ane, ond EtizaseTs Any Rew, Old- 
Grocers Aug 21 at 11 Off Rec, Greaves st, 


rerssox, Grorce, Gt aay, Fish oe Aug 21 
A at 11.30 Off Rec, 8t Mary’s chmbs, Gt-Grimeby 
Bistox, Gzorce, Ashford, Kent, Builder Aug 18 at 12 
Saracen’s Head Hotel, High st, Ashford 
BuxxetT, James, Blakeney, Glos, Farmer Aug 18 at 3 
Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
(LEMANS, WitiaM Grorar, Upton In, — Gate, Butcher 
Conia 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
, RopzRT Woopwarp Suttox, .btepner, Lieutenant 
Ang 23 at 12 Bankru bidgs, Carey st 
Duasw, Jouy ~ ee Northfleet, Kent, 
12 115, High st, Rochester 
EDERLE, AtpertT Franots, Gloucester, Hotel Keeper Aug 
i8at12 Fleece Hotel, Westgate st, Gloucester 
, Tuomas, Baker, Newcastle on 7 Paperhanger 
‘Aug 21 at 11 Off ‘hee, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Evans, CoanLes Epwarp, Chatsworth rd, Clapton, Medical 
Practitioner Aug 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Faruse, Jonn os non st, Bloomsbury Aug 20 at1 


y st 
Gate, CHARLES, Oilbeten Oa Carter Aug 21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Greaves st, Oldham 
Goopatt, Josaua, High so? ne Agent Aug 
21 at ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
hore, A.crrvon, South Kensington, Director of a 
Limi ; eee Aug 21 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


er Aug 20 at 


Hanis, a Gsorer, Cinderford, Glos, Inkeeper 
Aug 18 at11 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Hittox,  oncany Aspull, Lanes, Grocer Aug 24 at 2.30 
Court house, Crawford st, Wiga: 

Jsrrrey, FaeDERICcK CHartes, Northumberland av, Stock- 
broker Aug 2iat11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Lovatt, Epwagp, Colebrook row, Islington, Clerk Aug 22 


atil Bankru bldgs, Carey st 
Meronant, Tuomas Howe. Taibach, Port bar ey Grocer 
Aug18at11 Off em, ae Alexandra rd, 


Muzr, Franx, Denb ao eee rd ny 22 at 1 
Bankrupte. tey b 


1 

Motus, WittiaM me ction st, Shoreditch Aug 23 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, y st 

Pree. Wittiam Caristoruer, Retford, Notts, Licensed 
Victualler Aug 18 ati2 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Rowson, Gzorcr Harry, Gt Grimsby, Tobacconist, Aug2l 
atil Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

me bo AvaustTus New Rugby, Farmer im 30 at 12 


Ree, 8, High st, aon a 
Tanaiis Carmarthen, Bootmaker Aug 18 


Ee, James, L 
at 11.30 4, Gua Carmarthen 
am. Husert Carrns, oe BStationer Aug 20 at3 
Bankruptcy a7 
Veuxze, Sasus RANK, Y windon, Grocer Aug 20 at 11 
Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apnanams, Marx, Pontmorlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Tailor 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Aug8 Ord Augs8 

Anos, ieanies, Moorgate ct, ne Banker High 
Court Pet Novll Ord Aug 

Baxer, Josepa GuIsEPPE aR Norton Folgate, 
Butcher High Court PetJune13 Ord Ange 

inom, A, » Clarges st, Colonel High Court Pet Feb 26 


=~" Wants, Akerman rd, Brixton High Court Pet 
July 20 Ord Aug 4 
Cavrcnit., Joun Rionarp, and Rickarp Wirsiet CaRMAn, 
a = ~ _— Merchants Portsmouth Pet July 
CLamans, Winns Groner, bv In, Forest Gate, Butcher 
urt Pet Aug 7 Aug 7 
Cous, Ricnharp Ernest, ny J rd, Tottenham, Con- 
tractor onton Pet May 30 Ord Aug 4 
Crayz, orean, West Lynn, saint Peter, ‘Norfolk. Coal 
Dealer King’s Lynn Pet Aug8 Ord Au 
Crisp, Epwarp BLaxp, Whitehaven, Butcher Whitehaven 
Pet Aug? Ord Aug 8 
Cnoox, Jous, Netley Abbey, Setaegten, Bootmaker 
ge Oe Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 8 
DinsDare, Freep Heyry, Ironmonger In, Campitie, 
itect High Court Pet June 19 Ord Aug 
Beeston, Notts, Painter Nottingleamn Pet 
Aug8 Ord Aug 8 
, THOMAS, ‘Gamberland ter, Lloyd sq, Pentonville, 
Farnisher Sigh Court Pet Julyz4 Ord Aug 8 
com Atrazp Gzorcr, Cinderford, Glos, eeper 
Gloucester Pet July4 Ord Aug 3 
er tye Aspull, Lancs, Grocer Wigan Pet 
ri 
ion’ Dita Ross ion, Wells next the Sea, Norfolk, 
Victualler Norwich Pet Aug 4 Ord Aug 4 
mre, Atsnen, —_ poaan, , Lanes, Grocer maak 
ug 
Jacques, Cuantes Apert, Chorlton cum Hardy, 
Solicitor be wage Pet Aug 2 Oud Ang? 
ham, Butcher Birmingham 


Jag von A , », +A p Bram, Huyton » Lames, Forward- 
et Augs8 Ord Aug 
Sindh Coes "Sele, Obes “ye oe Gardener Man- 
Pet Aug a’ d 
Marx, oni are Jewin st, Tailor © High Court Pet May 18 
ug 8 
Marr Aree, Little Chester, Duby, Licensed Victualler 


Pet Aug7 Ord Aug 
es, Joux, Diperiey, nr Lu tt Farmer Leominster 








wroovwes ep tnunee 


MERRYWEATHER®’ ““ VALIANT” STEAM 
PUMP AT WORK. 


Write for Illustrated 





MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES,, &c. 


The ** VALIANT’? is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including— 


Fire Protection, 


Water Supply to Houses and athe 


Watering Cattle, 
Pumping Out Ponds, 
Irrigating Land, 


Watering Lawns and Gardens, 
Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c. 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 
Weight 6; cwt. Simple in Construction. 


48 SUPPLIED TO— 
E. W. 
Earl 


maa 


Pamphlet No. 8290. 


MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG AGRE, W.C., LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO H M. THE KING. 


al: Philli 
7 MacKenzie, Esq 


Esq. 











Powtrx, Henny Cuanies, Cambridge Park, Wanstead, 
ye epg Agent High Court Pet June 19 

uw 
ay Mamey bipene Hertford, Butcher Hertford 


‘uly 30 Ord Aug 2 
— s, New oa Paling ey a 
REAVES, New a ‘roprie’ 
Brentford P et April 8 Ord Aug's 
Ricwarps, pan » Welshpool, ete 
gomery, ‘tster Newtown Pet Aug 8 Ord A) 
Roserts, Gzorcz, Nowl Park, Keg. La 
Rocupes, Sous Owns, Glenengie 21, Stresthon 
BERTS, JOHN OWEN le 
Traveller Wandsworth 


Pet A 
. Cycle Accessory 
Pet July 18 Ord Aug 7 
Newport, Artificial 
Pet Aug 7 7 Ord Aug 7 
— 7 Caerau, Maesteg, Glam. 
Pet Aug 3 


he ‘eo - ities: 8 Mak 
’ spring er 
tockton ton on Tees Pet ‘Aug 7 Ord Aug 7 
Waps, Anrruur, Legh, a Knutsford, Cheshire, 
Farmer Manchester Pet A Ord Aug 7 
Warp, Josern, Lutton Ambo, nr Cae Yorks, Farmer 
ne Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 8 


ASsnted notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 10: 
Pertirr, Owex Toruvest, Ca: Kent, Wheelwright 
Tunbridge Wells Pet July 2 Ord July 6 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Jerome, Cuartes James, Mickleover, Derbys, Horse 
Breaker Derby and Long Eaton Adjud July 17, 1905 
Annul July 25, 1906 
London Gazette.—Tunspay, Aug. 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Rosinson, Taomas, Lozells, 


Sansome, Preroy WILKINS, 
8 N Mon 


TEASDALE, 


ARMSTRONG, a Chester le street, Durham, Grocer 
Durham t July 26 Ord Aug 3 
Carson, , ng easte, Salford, cs, Egg Merchant 
Salford Pet Augli Ord A * 
Curistiz, Davin CurTHBEet, AtexaypserR Downatp 
Live Grocers Liverpool Pet July 27 Ord Aug 10 
Davies, Sir Horatio Davio, KCMG, Torquay, Devon, 
Proprietor High Court Pet Aug 9 Ord 


Aug 

Four, itera, =<, Reading, Builder Reading Pet 

10 

rie eu a Hsien, Lancs Salford Pet Aug 11 
rd. 


Goopmay, Leather Manufacturers High 
pu B&O J uly wm 


A 
austen: Witt 3, Lesion, Suffolk, Tailor 
nh Pet Aug > "Ord Ang 

me 3 Wigan, Fruitere: “Wigan Pet Aug 11 


How. a Hexseat, b my oe Wholesale Bottler 
Ww Pet Aug 8 Ord A 
ss J W, Anerley, Surrey cane” Cepten Pet July30 Ord 


Renn Wircale Artsuvur Torsam, Leamington, 
Mit ogg ae Pet Aug 10 ‘Darbasn, Con 
OF aARLANE, OMAS | Willington, Darham, - 
tractor Durham 11 => 





FM Manch Jeweller 
OMAS ALEXANDER, nchester, ewe 
Manchester Pet ana} 1 Ord Aug 2 
Mexpetsomx, Eliza Rim, South Marsden, nr Swindon, Tailor 
Sn ela . Mb Mee = G Wi 
’ RGB ester, Grocer Warring- 
Aug 8 ord Aug 8 





Moors, Francis Sine very Stables 
Manager Dorchester bet Aug9 0 Ord!Aug 


OpEL Wheathampstead, Hertford, 
ibeos FE Pet Augl0 Ord A 
Onmenop, Saarp, Bramley, Leeds, 

Ord 10 


Aug 
Puxps, Jouw Epwis, Middlee' 
h Pet y vies 10 Ord A) 
Ricuaapson, Stannore Louxs 
Agen’ 


t 
Ro.urmsos, Bens amin, rod 
Pet Aug 11 
Surru, Hexay, Leods, 
Ord 
Smrruson, Bert Lawson 
N PB 
SpPencesr, rune, | 
age 10 
Srrrriz, J, 
Ord AvE &, Balham 9 
Srsrxen H, Balham 
Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug 9 


, Builder 8t 


Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet Aug 10 


, Joiner Middles- 


f rea, Castleford, Yorks. 
Pet Ai 
Worcester, 


9 Ord Aug? 
ulier Dudley 


Ord A) 
Lesds, Wareho arehouseman Leeds Pet Aug 9 


Balderton, Notts 
et Aug9 Ord ane 9 
Henny Srenxocze, 


“goat “High Court Pet July 2 


ak Blinn tithe Wandsworth 


Storr, aoe Howarp, Hammersmith High Court Pet 
Oad Aug 9 


June 1 


Srorr, Witu1AM, Weaste, Salt 


oe ae Pesuy 3 , 

SRY, 

Merchants Halifex Pe Pet Aug 7 Ord Aug 7 
Manchester 


Coal 
aay Tom, Manchester, Actor 


ord, Lancs, Produc: Mer- 
Halifax 


9 
Watsn, — on eet Norton, Oxford, Tailor Oxford 


Pet Aug 


Wess, i Haney, Newport Mon, Baker Newport, Mon Pet 
Wanerae, Fazpunioe, West Goran, Manshety 


wranes | Joux, Blackpool Preston 
Tonypandy, Glam, Roadman Pontyp-idd 
Croydon, Corn Merchant 


Pet = 0. Ord > 10 
Yates, STANLEY 


Pet Aug 9 Ord 


Croydon ek July 14 4. Ord Aug 10 
Amended notice eubeittuted Ser qeeent he 
ee are 4-45 


HarGrea 
‘Sekbura Pet Je Pet Jane 10" ‘Ord June 


ap, Blackburn, Boot Dealer 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barratt, Wittiam, and Davip Basrarr, ie ee 
Boot Factors Aug 23 at 11.30 Off Reo, Bridge 


sr ne 
atll 


General Contractor Aug 23 


Boor, Bay Saft, Bathe Alig 23 at 11.30 
Off Rec, King 


st, Newcastle, Staifs 


Bryan, Grorcz Reciwaup, and Eawest Jaues Bayay, 





“Rhee, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Rosesrt, 





Colourmen Aug 23 at 11.30 
Builder Aug 22 at 2.30 Of 
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Da Sir Horatio Dove, aa Torey, Devon, 
Restaurant Proprietor Bavkruptey 


ha ‘7 sib Lanes, Jeweller Aug 23 
‘ou Hewry, 
Manchester ” 


at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Foor, Wit aan Warrewar, Totnes, Devon, 
Chemist 


Aug 24 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Athenzum ter, 


Plymouth 

Fon at ons etate fguae Aug 22 at 11.30 
Of 14, Chapel st. 

Grivesriz, James Aug 23 at3 Of 
Ree, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 


ar te 8, & Co, Preston, ae Aug 23 
> rd, Hosier Aug 27 


re Awintan AMES, 
at 12 Bankrapt-y bi) 
Gaeaves, Roserr, Sheffield, 
Sheffield 


Gaxcorr, a nner Butcher Aug 27 at 11 
Groom, Gaonas, U 


pper = Surrey, 
Aug 22 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Hau, Gronc Brxsawix, Stroud Green 


phe +t 
Clerk Aug 23at12 Off Rec, 


How ez, 

Bottler Avg 22 at 11.30 Off Ree, Wolverhampton 
Jouxsox, Hzxzy, Birmingham, Bute 

91, Corporation st, 
loxns, Bex, 

2Zatil Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
Laxcasrer, Jons, Manchester, 


Lavesiaxs, CHARtzs Clapham common, 


Ang 24 at 11.30 128 ork a Wenn 


Victualler Aug 22atli Off Bec, 47, Full st, Derby 
ug ec, 47, Full st, 
Manchester 


ee 


, Euzza, South nr Swindon, Wilts, 
Tailor Ang 27 at 1 bidgs, Carey st 
Mozrozp, Evrret Somerset, Vetecinnty 


Surgeon Ang 2 ak 1130 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 


Bristol 
Nicuo.tsos, G C BR, Mainpuri, India, An Ind vil Servan 
‘Aug 29 Ay a ee : 


at 
Oxmenop, Seazr, Bramiey, Builder Aug 22 at 1130 Off 


Ree, 22, Park row. Leeds 
Owzx, Bicuazp, 


a Aen ie Aug 24 at 
rd, Middlesbrough 


ion ene 7 Montgomery 
Maltster Aug 2 at il 


axnore Lovxs Wanztxc, Castleford, York, 
Inwarance Az: Augi4atil Off Rec, 6, Bond 


ue 


22at3 Off Rec, 2. 


no" OM Bee, vt Mary's cars, Gt Gray Aug 2 at li 
Hy et any TG Gt Grimsby 


Sspawar, Wi1114m, Quarry Bank, Aug 27 
or Id” Of Bes i88, Walvesiaapion 2 Dolley 7 
Surra, Herer, . Leeds, Warebouseman Aug 22 at | Oo 
a. w4-ty yom A Bankrupte 
rriz, J, acre, Agent Aug 24 at 12 7 

bidgs, Carey st 
Srevess. Joux, Cacrau, Moesteg, Glam, Collier Aug 22 at 
3 Off Bee, 117, & Mary #, Cardiff 
Storr, ALrezv Bowsno, Ha Hammeremith Aug 2% at 12 
Scrriz, 5 Pernam, basttion, , Journey man 
Piumber Aug 24 at 12.50 172, York » Westminster 
Tzaep. Boerer, sen 


y ; ing Maker Aug 
Det 6, Albe rE Siaclarerage 
Tucurs, Tox, Manchester, Actor Beyt 14 at 9.50 Off Bec, 


Ca, fom, =. Legh, ur Knuteford, Chethire, 
Farmer Aug 2 230 Off Bee, Byrom st, Man- 


‘aLuxoros, Joux fetteastest, Bade, Farmer A 
2@eaei2 i, St Aldstes, Oxtord ind 


Wisse, Sous, Hick oh baer G Rosiman Aug 22 at 
12 185, High lyr Typhi ad 
pee DICATIONS. 
Bosorse, Batrz Weioert, Whitchu: , Provision 
5 , et Jume7T Ord Aug 9 

Cansor, Josrrn, Weaste, y oh, Merchant 
Sted Biba ii Os hegit 

Covv Be ouse aq, Broker 
High Court Pet July? Ord Aug 

Fousr, we Resting Pat 


e WisinaSown Eines, Suffolk, Tailor Ipewich 
a shige Tens Wen Wass, 


, Henrietta &, Covent Gerken, 
Court” Pet dane se” Ord Aug 19 
m1tex 1,, Beckestbam, Kent, Farmer enks- 


oe hae s Ort Aug 9 
Futter W P. 
Beams, seam, eee igen Pet Aug 11 


Aug 


Bevz, Wutsex Avreve Tornen 
Ae Te DMI 


Oe hog in” 


“7 , 


Bank- 
Shorthand Writer 
Aug 24 a 12 
Museen, 0 Paces James? a Aug 2 at li Bank- 
bidgs, Carey st 
Hezseet, Rushall, Stafford, Wholesale 
her Aug 22 at 11 
go Cabinet M:ker Aug 
Publican Aug 29 at 11 


Licensed 


Jewdler Aug 2 at 230 Of Ree,’ Byrom 
ug a’ st, 
Manchester 


Beaulieu, Hants Aug 24at1 Bankrup‘cy 


, 22, Owen bil bill, 





Wakefield te, 
Boegers,Gzozct, Preston, Fish and Fruit Salesman Aug | 
st. Bradford 








Lave, Arsene, Serneey, Builder Sa Pet July 2 


MocFartang, Tuomas yey ton, Durham, Con- 
Durham note a Aug ll 


be ig 8 Croydon Pet Aug 


Aug 

Masrzs, Hexry Lom, Ixworth, Suffolk, Surgeon High 
Court Pet Dec 23 Ord A’ Aug 11 

Moors, Fraycts Cuarizs, Dorchester, Livery Stables 

Dorchester Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 9 

Morrogp, Rupert, Shepton . Veterinary 
8u Wells Pet At iu Ord a 

os carmen Leeds, Bui et Aug10 Ord 
A 


ug 1 

we 4 Sagan am, Ballater rd, Brixton High Court 
Pet July 10 Ord A » 

Puycn, Joux Epwrs, 7" Joiner Middles- 
bi h Pet Augi0 Ord Aug 10 

Reyrxoips, Grorce Joutszs, Sou! . Hants, Stationer 
Portsmouth Pet July 11 Ord Aug 10 

Ricuarpsox, Staynore Lovuxs Wanete, Castleford, wore 
Insurance Agent Wakefield Pet Aug Ord A 

, Worcester, Haulier Dud ‘ 


io tg Leeds Pet Aug 9 


ug 
Surrusox, Rosert Lawsox, Balderton, ease Coal 
Merchant Nottingham Pet Aug9 Ord Au 
Srescer, Frayxk. and Henry Spencer, ary 9 Kent 
Builders Rochester Pet Aug10 Ord "Aug 10 
Suwweescates, Hexry. and Sam Summerscatss, Halifax, 
Coal Merchants Halifax Pet Aug7 Ord Aug7 
Tarior, Joserx Fospick, y+ panama Suffolk Col- 
chester Pet July11 Ord A ‘Sues 
aia ~ Tom, Manchester, A Manchester Pet Aug 9 
— Oxford, Tailor Oxford 
Wess, Hexry, Nenpert io. Baker Newport,Mon Pet 
Aug i 


1 Ord Aug il 
Wensster, a yr Manchester, Provision Dealer Man- 
chester Pet A Ord Aug 9 
bear o> Joux, Blackpool Preston Pet Aug 9 Ord 
ug 
Wetsau, Enyest Georcr, Lowestoft High Court Pet 
June 2 Ord Augi 


ug 11 
Wiuraus, Joux, Tonypandy, Glam, Roadman Pontypridd 
Pet Augi0 Ord Aug 10 


Maywixe, WiLt1am, 
2 Ord Augs8 


Rot.ixsoy, Bexsamis, 
Pet Angii Ord Au 
Suits, Pre * 
Ord Aug 9 





SON in Bombay Seek Partner for 
One Third Share; premium aired £1,400 cash 
(under one year’s ineome) ; : me); Oe licant ld have experi- 
ence in Advocacy and and be able to leave 
England at the end of 7 toe should state age. 
experience, and if married, — opty, 333, * Solicitors’ 
Journal’’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, » W.C. 








AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
_ payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
poe itl <* 
fricie and ~~ «a 3 ber 20 folios. 
Desde Round Hand oe  s¢ O 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted one «. 2 O per sheet. 
PAPER. "Fooluap, 14. ‘sheet ; Ms Pate fa. ai 
Parchment, 1s. 64. to a, Pee ghosts 


| KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C 





Lia BOOKS at GREAT REDUCTIONS! ! 
re other Books 


Stem. Discount. Sent 
BOOKS BOUGHT.—W. & G. Forze, 135, 
Charles Cross-road, W.C. 


1,000 © Sie mt Sos 


offered 
— Investments: The Officers’ Employ- 


Al 








od oe 
, 183, 5 8.W. 
reat ee Jermye-cteeet, Employmest 22, 
AILIFF’S OFFICE, 21, Penton-place, 
—RENTS COLLECTED and RE- 
COVERED ; AUCTION BALES conducted. Solicitors’ 
and Bail lway References. 





M OBTGAGE SECURITIES Required, 
a Freeholé or Leasehold, tit wand of Policitors having 





pg hah uy Ee aS Tt Coan 
FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


prinrens, “MITE. 


LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Pastusmertasy Bits, Miwveres ov Evivexce, Booxs ov 
Berearxce, BraTemests ov Crain, Anewens, &o., 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
WEWSPrAPERS, 

hea all Generali sad Commercial Work. 
Every desoription of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL 
an WHEKLY REPORTER, 


WORWICH STRERT, FETTER LANE, LONDON, £.°. 








[ue ROYAL DENTAL HOSPITAL 0) OF 
LONDON AND LONDON SCHOOL OF DENTay, 
SURGERY, LEICESTER SQUARE, LONDON, W,, 


The by! =k SESSION, 1 1906, will commence 


Monday, Octo! 
D roan MEDICAL OFFICERS. 
Consiiee on Ae t Richard Douglas Powell, Bart,, 


M.D., F.R.C.P. 
— 8 —Sir Frederick Treves, Bart., G.C.V, 0., 


Consulting Dental Surgeons—T. Arnold Rogers, M.R, 
L.D.8. ; Morton Smale, M.R.C.S., LDS: C.8. "Tome 
M.A., F.R.C. 8., F.B.S. 

Hon. Treasurer of the School—H. Lioyd Williams. 

a r s 


; G. » L.BOP. 
M.B.C.8., L.D.8.; J. G. Tureer, L.R.C.P., PRGA 
L.D.8. 


Assistant Dental Sur, oy G. Bennett, A.M., MB, 
B.C. (Cantab.), D. P. Gabell, L.R.CP, 
M.R.C.8., Ce 4 "Hopewell-Smith, LRGP. 
M.B.C.8., L.D.8.; H. Austen, M-D., B.S. (Lond, 
L.D.8.; R. McKay, L.R.C.P., M.R.CS, Fay ame 

Aneesthetists — ey W. Buxton, M.D., B.8. (Lond,), 
M.R.C.P.; R. F. Probyn Williams, M.D. (Duth,) 
L.B.C.P., M.B.C.8.; H. Hilliard, M.R.C.8., L: B.C Bp’ 

Houge tists — John MacCormac, L.R.C.P. 


‘Ansesthe 
(Edin.), L.F.P. & 8, (Gias.), T. Graham Scott, L.R, 
MLR C.S. 
/EECTURERS. 
Sony Josten A. Hopewall Sith, L.B.C.P., MRCS, 
Dental Surgery—J. G. b> aa F.R.C.8., L.D 
Mechanical Dentistry—W. J. May, LRCP. ’ MRR, 


L.D.8. 
Dental Metallurgy—P. A. Ellis miaet, FIC., F.0.8. 
Bacteriology —Howard ener hss C.3., L. D8. 

dica—H. a, M BB. (Lond. ), - D.8, 


Materia 
= couse ~ apesen, inted yore d six months, 
Coes ive three ica monstrators assist 
Students in their 
The Royal Den! Hospital was founded in 1858 in Sobo. 


ihe arene and in March, 1874, was removed to Leicester-squar, 
e increased demands made on it by the public and the 
of the Medical School necessitated the erection 
4 an entirely new building. The new Hospital was opened 
- March, 1901, and is Sep mete in every detail with modem 
and the School portion of the building tho 
equipped for teaching purposes. The clinic of the 
is unrivalled. In 1905, 98,588 operations were ota 


SCHOLARSHIPS AND PRIZES. 

The Extaancey Scnovanszip, of p=) value of £20, awarded 
in October. Subjects: Ch Dental Mechanics, 

The Sauxpgees Scuo.agsulr, of Sees of £20, awardel 

to the Students obtaining the highest aggregate number of 
ek in the various class examinations. 

The Sroses-Bewnetr Researcn Scuouarsurp, of th 
value of £50, awarded once in three years, and open to 
Students who have obtained their qualification within dx 
years of the a 

The Rosest Wesomee sz Prizz, of the value of £10, fe 
Practical Dental Surgery. 

Crass Paizes are awarded by the various Lecturers. 


INSTRUCTION IN MECHANICAL DENTISTRY. 
instruction in Mechanical Dentistry as required for 
the Dental Curriculum can be obtained at this H 
After ee a Preliminary Course, St lente are 
require to ne to the mouth, usde 
the guidance of the M-dical Staff. 
THE LIBRARY AND MUSEUM. 
The Library is always open for reading, and books can b 
obtained from the Sub-librarian for purposes of study. 


‘The Museum been carefully arranged with a view of 
Mlustra in detail the various text-books recommended 
by the authorities. 


For the two years Hospital Practice and Lectures 
required by me Koval College of Surgeons of Ergland the 
fee is £53 3a. in one instalment, or £55 13s. in two me | 
instalments. Students are required to join the Students 
Club, the fee for which is £3 3s. vee a Single Course 
Lectures in any subject the fee is £5 

The fee for the complete ens -- namely, the 
Instruction in Mechanical Dentistry and two years’ H 

Practice ant jane ie £150 A awd = one Ey nent, of 
150 guineas if paid wore S almenta of 50 guiness. 

instruction in Mechani:el Dentistry the 


For one rs 
fee is 50 guineas. For = ear s Hospital Practice, £21. 
The necessary course of two years ata General Hinepital 
ean be taken siraultaneously with that at the Royal Denta 
penne The fees for the former vary at the differet 


tine usually about £60 
y partiouies phe be obtained on coptnntion ion fe 
Tue Deas. 





Overlooking the Green of the Law Courts 


(UEMENT’S INN, STRAND. — Several 
SUITES of ficent OFFICES TO BE LET, cow 
taining from one to twenty rooms on the first floor, 
ta arn a dt pal Rd a 
cons au of hot an 
Pccaing ob motaane charges ll 


charges if required ; 
ee ceo Mina | Been 
lan and further = 


rticulars a poly to 
THE MAM GER, Vatate O 


Clement pas tread, 





QUBVEYOR Desires Empl dat with 


Rolicitor in SS of Dae 
tions, Plans, or Eetate M i j 
moserste terms ; onl capes ieee paayy Fo 


references 
pF care of : of Davies & Oo., Advertising Agents, Fiod@ 





a 





7 





